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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Demands for public school accountability, which began receiving 
national attention in the late 1950s, reached a high point in 1983 with 
the publication of A Nation at Risk (82). The demand for accountability 
has remained the focus of public attention with the publication of 
numerous national reports on public education in the past four years. 
Accountability, meaning the identification of responsibility along with 
the allocation and utilization of resources for achieving the goals and 
objectives of the school system, addresses the very essence of the local 
board's governance function. The public holds the local board accountable 
for the operation of the school system in its efforts to resolve problems 
of declining enrollment, scarcity of financial support, declining faith of 
the public in schools, and the high turnover rate of administrators. 
Boards respond to Increased demands for accountability, according to 
Miller (57) and Evans (25), by aggressively evaluating all aspects of the 
.school program including personnel performance. Heller (39) observed 
that, from the board's perspective, accountability must begin with a 
concentration on the superintendent's position in an effort to develop 
criteria and procedures for assessing and evaluating performance. DeMont 
(19), Kowalskl (46), Gramltt (32), and Llddicoat (48) believe that boards 
need to focus on the superintendent's performance because the position has 
the most public visibility and greatest potential for providing leadership 
skills needed to achieve previously stated educational goals. An attempt 
to implement an accountability system for other staff members which does 
not include the superintendent is futile, concluded Carol (12). 
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The local school board has the right and responsibility to formally 
evaluate the superintendent (7, 8, 12, 16, 32, 35, 46, 51, 56, 70, 88). 
Accountability is placing a greater demand on boards to formally evaluate 
the superintendent, according to Snavely (77). A sound superintendent 
evaluation process is one of the most effective tools a board can have at 
its disposal to properly serve the school system and community. 
Sonedecker (80) and Moberly (58) Identified superintendent evaluations to 
be one of the top two priorities of the board. Snavely (77) noted a sound 
evaluation system contributes to the competency of the superintendent, 
which helps to improve the quality of education in the district. 
Need for the Study 
The importance of superintendent evaluation has never been questioned 
according to McCarty (50, p. 38). It is the development of a "definitive 
and defensible procedure which baffles board members." The task of 
developing a formal evaluation system which includes a written set of 
criteria is complex, difficult, and time consuming, according to Carol 
(12), Boyd (6), and Snavely (77). 
Booth (5, p. 35) reported "the greatest and most common appraisal 
error is avoidance." Boards are uncomfortable with the process so they 
avoid doing it at all. The avoidance of formal appraisal by boards is 
accompanied by a lack of information and resources available to increase 
the knowledge and comfort levels of the board members. The position of 
superintendent of schools Is 150 years old this year, yet prior to 1970 
there was a "dearth of literature" concerning evaluation of the position 
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(8). Only five articles were reported in the literature, according to ERS 
(81), by 1972. In 1984, Sonedecker (80, p. 6) observed: 
While numerous articles, chapters in books, and 
whole volumes have been written about 
superintendents, few empirical descriptions focus 
upon performances of superintendents. Even fewer 
have included evaluation of superintendents as part 
of any information gained. 
McCarty (50) offers three classic reasons why school boards have 
hesitated to formally assess the performance of the superintendents. 
First, it is difficult to objectively identify the superintendent's 
contributions in the environment of the school due to the interaction of 
many variables. Second, value conflicts in defining the purpose or 
priorities of the institution make the appraisal nonsclentiflc and 
unreliable. Third, role behavior of a single superintendent is too unique 
to be analyzed satisfactorily. 
However, research supports the position that the majority of boards 
desire to establish a formal evaluation system for the superintendent (12, 
77, 42, 24). The establishment of formal procedures for a superintendent 
evaluation does not appear to be a critically negative factor. One of the 
most difficult aspects is the development of an instrument and the 
selection of the written criteria. Cunningham and Hentges (18, p. 35) 
reported that although over half of the superintendents in a national 
survey used formal procedures, only "ten percent of the superintendents 
received a written evaluation from their boards." 
There has been little effort directed toward the development of 
instruments for local school districts (8, 33). Boards need to have 
4 
objective evaluation standards or criteria by which superintendent 
performance can be measured (48, 51). 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study is to select a set of performance criteria 
which measure differences between the performances of superintendents. 
The set of items will be identified from a selected group of criteria by 
application of the Menne-Tolsma (55) formula, which generates a statistic 
to identify the power of an item to discriminate between individuals being 
evaluated. A discriminating item according to the Menne-Tolsma (55) 
formula is defined as one which has minimum variance among raters in a 
group and maximum variance between the individuals being rated. In this 
research study, an item will be identified as having the power to 
discriminate if the subjects rating a superintendent are relatively 
consistent in their rating on the item and there are significantly large 
differences between the scores of individual superintendents on the item. 
This research provides a method of objectively analyzing the 
individual items contained on a superintendent's evaluation instrument. 
Items identified as having the power to discriminate must first be clear 
and understandable to the raters and second be rated on some real or 
perceived behavior, factor, or performance. The possibility of having 15 
individuals give a similar rating to the superintendent's performance on a 
given item without understanding the content of the item or being unaware 
of the superintendent's performance is very remote. This will be the 
first study in which 15 individuals within a school district (including 
board members) will respond to superintendent performance items. The 
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research will be the first step in the direction of statistically testing 
and validating superintendent evaluation criteria which have been called 
for by numerous researchers (8, 50, 64, 65). 
Based on extensive review of literature, this appears to be the first 
research attempt to identify superintendent performance criteria based on 
item discrimination power. Hidlebaugh (40) was the first to apply the 
Menne-Tolsma methodology to create a list of performance criteria for 
teachers using multiple raters to identify items with the power to 
discriminate. Look (49) repeated the basic methodology to select a list 
of performance criteria for elementary and secondary principals. 
Hidlebaugh (40) recommended using the statistical methods of his study to 
develop items for administrative personnel including superintendents. A 
reliability measure for internal consistency of the items identified as 
discriminating at the .05 level will also be obtained using the Cronbach 
Alpha Reliability Coefficient. 
The set of criteria selected in this study will provide a pool of 
criteria available for use by creators of superintendent evaluation 
instruments in local districts. The board and superintendents will need 
to select and place a relative value on the importance of each criteria 
prior to using it on the district's evaluation instrument. 
The original universe of criteria was compiled for this study from an 
extensive review of literature, 30 evaluation instruments, job 
descriptions, critical work activity time-logging, and research findings 
relative to superintendent evaluation criteria. The questionnaire was 
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developed by Including the most frequently appearing criteria of the forms 
reviewed. 
The cohesiveness among the board members of individual boards can 
have an impact on the board's evaluation of the superintendent. Board 
members who have a major philosophical difference of opinion with other 
board members may allow the lack of cohesiveness to affect evaluation 
responses. That is, board members who disagree with each other on many 
issues may have the same problems in rating the superintendent's 
performance. Thus, the presence or lack of cohesiveness of the board 
should be assessed. Boards will be classified in one of three groups 
based on the research work of Zeigler (93). 
The Hypotheses 
The study will attempt to Identify discriminating items for use in 
superintendent evaluation. Specific hypotheses to be tested are as 
follows : 
1. There will be no significant difference in the discriminating 
power of the items on superintendent evaluation questionnaire. 
2. There will be no significant difference between the 
superintendent's evaluation ratings based on size of school 
district. 
3. There will be no significant difference between the 
superintendent's evaluation rating based on rater position of 
administrators, board members, superintendents, and the 
"knowledgeable others." 
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4. There will be no significant difference between the 
superintendent's evaluation ratings and the relative philosophic 
cohesion of the board. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions of terms are presented to give clarity to 
their use and meaning in this investigation: 
Discrimination Item - Performance criteria which are capable of 
eliciting both similar responses from members of group rating the 
superintendent and maximum differences in ratings among superintendents 
being rated. 
Evaluation - An appraisal, or judgment, of the worth of the subject's 
performance as a whole, with reference to some adopted purpose; the 
products of which are dependent upon the standard of values adopted. 
Formal Evaluation - A sequence of scheduled events based on written 
documents which includes as a minimum the establishment and approval of a 
written set of criteria followed by a discussion between the 
superintendent and the board after which the superintendent receives a 
copy of the written evaluation. 
Measurement - The description of the significant elements or 
characteristics of the subject which is being measured; the products of 
which are objective, impartial, and impersonal. 
Rating - An estimate, made according to some systematized procedure, 
of the degree to which an individual performs a given task or of the 
Importance of a given behavior in a specific situation to achieve a 
specific goal. 
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Superintendent Performance Evaluation - Measurement by observation of 
valued behavior of the superintendent. Such an approach stresses what the 
superintendent does, not what a superintendent is. 
Knowledgeable Other - An individual other than a current board 
member, fellow administrator, or the superintendent who possesses 
sufficient information to rate the superintendent's performance. The 
group of individuals consists of past board members, teachers, and 
citizens active in school affairs. 
Delimitations 
All the subjects surveyed were selected to participate because of 
their position as a board member, a superintendent, administrator, or a 
"knowledgeable other" within one of 36 selected K-12 school districts. 
The districts were randomly selected from the 86 Iowa districts governed 
by a seven-member, publicly elected board of directors. An additional 
four districts located in Wyoming, Missouri, Michigan, and Iowa were 
included as a part of developing a comprehensive evaluation package known 
as the School Improvement Model (SIM) project. 
The questionnaire was designed using a rating scale format. Each 
item was selected to represent items currently used on evaluation forms, 
or contained in the literature reviewed. Each item was selected to 
measure a behavior, trait, or task. No attempt was made to assess the 
relative importance or value of any item. 
Each subject consented to participate in the project by voluntarily 
completing and returning the questionnaire. The Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research reviewed a proposal 
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describing this project and concluded the rights and the welfare of each 
subject were adequately protected. Confidentiality was assured and the 
potential finding of the study outweighed any possible risks. 
The project does not attempt to resolve the philosophical debate over 
the relative merits of the various superintendent evaluation Instruments. 
Each type of evaluation Instrument contains desirable qualities. A single 
Instrument has not been developed that will meet the needs of all 
superintendents and boards in all situations. 
All superintendents in the study were employed by a board of 
directors. Each board has the legal right to exercise the employer 
functions Including the right to evaluate the superintendent. None of the 
superintendents was elected to the position by means of a public election. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
It is a generally recognized fact that boards have had the right to 
hire, direct, set salaries, and terminate employment of superintendents 
since the creation of the superintendent position 150 years ago. 
Throughout this time, most boards exercised the art of informal 
evaluation. Under the informal evaluation system, the superintendent is 
evaluated at least once annually when the board considers contract renewal 
and salary increase for the following year (81). Beginning in the early 
1970s, the literature contains numerous articles and research studies on 
various aspects of the superintendent evaluation process. Many of the 
articles contain an opinion or research-based findings relative to the 
purposes of a formal evaluation system. Clarification of the purpose for 
using a formal evaluation system is important in design of the components 
and selection of the criteria or items upon which the superintendent will 
be evaluated. As Olds (64, p. 13) states: 
The essence of performance evaluation is dealing 
with three basic questions: What are we trying to 
accomplish? How well are we doing? How can we do 
better? 
The first question, when applied to creating an evaluation system, can be 
restated, "What is the purpose of a formal evaluation system?" 
Carol (12), in 1972, was the first researcher to conduct a 
comprehensive study on the methods and procedures used in superintendent 
evaluation. Included in the results of the study was a table listing ten 
purposes for evaluation. The list was rank-ordered by superintendents and 
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board presidents of the 11 districts identified as using a formal process 
in the study. This list of purposes include (12, p. 51): 
1. To identify areas needing improvement. 
2. To provide periodic and systematic 
accountability. 
3. To point out strengths. 
4. To determine salary for the following year. 
5. To assess present performance in accordance with 
prescribed standards. 
6. To help chief school officer (CSO) establish 
relevant performance goals. 
7. To comply with board policy. 
8. To determine qualifications for permanent status 
(tenure). 
9. To establish evidence for dismissal. 
10. To support general dissatisfaction with CSO's 
performance. 
The majority of the purposes for superintendent evaluation listed in 
Carol's (12) study were included in Gramitt's (32) 1978 review of 
literature. Data were gathered on the specific purposes for evaluation in 
the research studies conducted by Buchanan (10), Cunningham and Hentges 
(18), Gould (31), Sonedecker (80), and Eggers (24). Each study included a 
rank-ordering of the purposes. The findings of each of the research 
studies were similar in that a total of five of Carol's (12) original 
purposes ranked as one of the top three purposes in each of the studies. 
The top-ranked purposes were identified to include: 
1. To provide periodic and systematic accountability. 
2. To identify areas needing improvement. 
3. To help the chief school officer (CSO) establish relevant 
performance goals. 
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4. To assess present performance in accordance with prescribed 
standards. 
5. To comply with board policy. 
The items receiving the lowest rankings among the five research 
studies were; 
1. To determine the qualifications for permanent status (tenure). 
2. To establish evidence for dismissal. 
3. To support general dissatisfaction with CSO's performance. 
4. To determine salary for the following years. 
5. To placate the teacher's union. 
6. To encourage professional growth. 
The last two items listed above were not included on Carol's (12) list but 
were included on survey forms used by Gould (31) and Eggers (24). 
The review of literature identified an additional 33 articles 
containing information on the purposes of superintendent evaluations. The 
specific purposes were categorized into a total of 29 items by this 
researcher. The top nine purposes were identified based on the number of 
times each purpose appeared in the literature. The top nine purposes in 
rank-order include: 
1. To improve performance (5, 8, 13, 14, 20, 25, 48, 68, 70, 77, 
94). 
2. To establish and maintain good working relationships (7, 9, 14, 
27, 28, 32, 39, 57, 68, 72, 89). 
3. To clarify board-superintendent expectations and roles (5, 13, 
14, 20, 25, 28, 32, 59, 68, 73, 80). 
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4. To provide periodic and systematic accountability (9, 19, 25, 27, 
46, 59, 68, 72, 73). 
5. To provide job security (22, 29, 38, 66, 83, 86). 
6. To Identify areas needing improvement (9, 39, 59, 77, 89). 
7. To make informed decisions on contract renewal and compensation 
(5, 13, 14, 25, 59). 
8. To encourage professional growth (13, 32, 66, 73). 
9. To determine salary for the following year (13, 51, 73, 86). 
Based on the findings of research studies and the review of 
literature, the top-ranked purposes for superintendent evaluation were 
primarily formative rather than summatlve. The literature supports this 
conclusion (23). 
The purposes are directed toward Improvement of the superintendent's 
performance through better communications, feedback and assistance with 
the board serving in a consultative capacity. A few of the top-ranked and 
five of the six lowest-ranking purposes identified were summatlve. The 
purposes dealing with the final judgments for pay increases, tenure 
status, and contract renewal were summatlve. 
The observation that the purposes for superintendent evaluation are 
primarily formative supports the conclusion that the evaluation process 
needs to stress the constructive and developmental rather than be punitive 
(64, 74). Evaluation needs to stress the improvement of performance 
rather than merely noting it (48). Formal evaluations by the board have 
been found to contribute to the success of the superintendent (70, 77, 
94). The absence of an evaluation system may have a negative impact on 
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the superintendent. Miller (57, p. 153) concluded, "The lack of an 
evaluation program for the superintendent is the most detrimental factor 
to a good superintendent-board working relationship." Swain (83, p. 5) 
agrees by stating, "A lack of established evaluation methods and criteria 
is undoubtedly a primary cause of the high turnover rate among educational 
administrators." , 
The literature contains many important purposes around which an 
evaluation system could be developed. The key question according to 
Bolton (4, p. 48) is not whether one purpose is more important than 
another, but whether an evaluation system "can be developed to allow all 
purposes which are important to the individual and the organization to be 
accomplished." 
An additional purpose for superintendent evaluation not specifically 
included in the previous lists was to comply with statutory provisions 
requiring evaluations. According to Sonedecker (80), prior to 1971 there 
was not a single statutory requirement, but by 1983, 11 state statutes 
required superintendent evaluation. By 1986, 13 states mandated 
superintendent evaluations. These states include; California, 
Connecticut, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Jersey, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington. 
A number of additional state legislatures, including Iowa, will be 
considering legislation requiring superintendent evaluation. 
Current Status of Evaluation 
The literature repeatedly refers to two general categories of 
superintendent evaluation: informal and formal. Informal evaluations 
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encompass a wide range of unstructured activities and discussions among 
board members. Carol (12, p. 9) identified a few of these practices as 
follows : 
1. General, open-ended discussion or conversations 
among board members on a wide range of topics 
determined by the board members. 
2. A meeting called specifically to discuss 
dissatisfaction with some (or all) aspects of 
the superintendent's performance usually as a 
result of a crisis. 
3. Continuous evaluations conducted through; 
a. Constant association with the 
superintendent, 
b. Observation of the superintendent's 
behavior, and 
c. Informal feedback and discussions from 
citizens and personnel of the district. 
Boards utilizing this system of informal evaluation contend the 
superintendent is constantly being evaluated. The major problem with this 
"art form" of evaluation is that it may lead to creative surprises and 
difficulties among board members and between the board and superintendent. 
This type of informal evaluation, addressed in a 1965 article (74, p. 
45), raises concerns about its secret nature by observing it "seldom comes 
out in the open, and consequently, he (the superintendent) seldom has an 
opportunity to confront the criticism squarely. The criticism is too 
often emotional, based on personality factors." Ad hoc, informal 
evaluation is inadequate in today's setting of accountability (59). 
Dickinson (20, p. 34) concurs that casual unspecified evaluation, 
"...won't head off misunderstandings between a board and its chief 
executive officer and they won't facilitate efficient conversion of board 
policy with school system practice." An alternative to this type of an 
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Informal evaluation system is a formal evaluation complete with written 
evaluation criteria. 
Snavely (77) used one of the more comprehensive definitions of formal 
evaluation in his research. It was based on the existence of the 
following components: a written philosophy of education, a written job 
description, a written board policy on superintendent evaluation, a 
written description of the criteria and procedures used, a written 
schedule of dates, written performance objectives, and a written report of 
the final results given to the superintendent, and written procedures of 
implementation. In Snavely's study, evaluation systems were classified as 
formal if the responding superintendent reported at least four of the 
items were always part of the evaluation and at least two items were 
frequently included or all eight were frequently used in the evaluation 
system. Based on his findings, Snavely (77) reported 37 percent of the 
superintendents were formally evaluated. 
Superintendent evaluation systems often employ parts of both the 
formal and informal methods of evaluations to create an incremental level 
of evaluation. Redfern (68, pp. 6-7) identified these incremental levels 
as a continuum of superintendent evaluation beginning with the informal 
and moving towards the formal: 
/ / / / / / /  
A B C D E F G 
A = No planned procedure; reliance on word-of-mouth 
assessments 
B = Informal assessments; minimal feedback to 
superintendent 
C = "Report Card" type evaluation; heavy reliance 
upon trait rating 
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D = Refinement of checklist rating technique; more 
feedback to superintendent 
E = Better definitions of executive duties/ 
responsibilities; emergence of performance 
standards; pre- and post-assessment conferences 
F = Use of performance objectives; more emphasis 
upon results achieved 
G = Reciprocal evaluation technique (two 
assessments) Improvement in performance made a 
high priority in evaluation process. 
The most advanced level of formal evaluation identified by Redfern, 
level "G," Includes a reciprocal evaluation of the board by the 
superintendent. This level is beyond the components identified by Snavely 
(77). 
A growing body of research identifies a trend to move from the 
Informal evaluation to the formal evaluation process. Evans (25, p. 78) 
observed: 
It is only in recent years that boards of education 
have made a start toward implementing planned 
systems for evaluating the superintendent of 
schools. Because of this brief historical 
experience and corresponding lack of research, a 
general consensus among boards of education has yet 
to emerge as to the most effective evaluation 
approach. Currently the practice of boards in 
evaluating their superintendents can be categorized 
broadly as Informal (unplanned and unstructured) and 
formal (planned and structured). Unquestionably, 
the trend among boards is away from informal 
evaluation arrangements, which leave much to chance 
toward those practices with more structure. 
The literature strongly supports the position that formal evaluation 
is not a widely practiced method of evaluation used by school boards, but 
the trend is moving toward formal evaluations. Through 1984, 14 research 
studies were reviewed which reported findings on whether the local boards 
were using formal or Informal evaluation procedures. Most of the studies 
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were conducted within specific states from California to Connecticut, 
North Carolina to Michigan with two national studies also included. The 
percent of reported boards that used formal evaluations ranged from a low 
of 8 percent by Carol (12) in 1972 and EES (46) in 1976, to a high of 71 
percent by Eggers (24) in 1984. In addition to Eggers (24), only two 
studies, both conducted in 1982, reported findings in which over 50 
percent of the boards used formal evaluations—Cunningham and Hentges (18) 
and Gould (31). In addition to the three highest reported Incidence of 
formal evaluation over 50 percent, five of the seven next highest 
percentages were found in the studies occurring after 1980. The remaining 
studies reviewed are listed in descending order of reported percentages of 
boards that used formal procedures: Gramitt (32), Llddicoat (48), Snavely 
(77), MASA (56), Yates (92), Jess (42), Sarabough (76), Jones (44), and 
Grill (35). 
The term formal procedure did not have a universally applied 
definition in the studies reviewed. Carol (12, p. 8) simply requires any 
one of the following items be present for the system to be identified as 
formal; (1) a fixed time to discuss evaluations with the board in general 
terms, (2) production of a written report, (3) written criteria, or (4) 
written recommendations to the superintendent. Eggers (24, p. 84) did not 
define the term and simply allowed the subjects of the survey to 
categorize the procedures used into formal, informal, or both. This lax 
definition may explain the high 71 percent response for the use of formal 
procedures. Snavely (77) used a comprehensive weighting of the subject's 
responses to individual components to identify formal evaluation 
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procedures in a total of only 37 percent of the responding districts. 
Snavely's (77) percent of reported districts which used formal procedures 
would have been greater had he chosen to use definition similar to Carol 
(12) or no definition, as in the case of Eggers (24). 
Based on the variety of definitions used to identify formal 
evaluation procedures, it is correct to assume that the number of 
superintendents evaluated by means of a written evaluation instrument is 
equal to or less than the percentage reported as using formal evaluation 
procedures. If the instrument is merely one of the components in the 
definition that makes up the whole formal process of evaluation, then it 
must be equal to or less than the whole. For example, Gramitt (32, p. 
244) reported 46 percent of the boards used formal evaluation, while only 
28 percent used a written instrument. 
Individuals surveyed who used informal evaluation tend to prefer the 
use of formal evaluation procedures. Three studies reported 65 percent of 
the individuals associated with informal evaluation desired more formal 
evaluations—Carol (12), Jess (42), and Eggers (24). 
Types of Written Evaluation 
Classification of the various types of evaluation forms is rather 
easy. According to Nystrand (63), J. Jones et al. (43), and Kowalski 
(46), there are three major types of written evaluation forms: (1) 
written essays, (2) checklist/rating systems, and (3) written objectives 
or performance standards. 
The written essay simply requests the evaluators to write a narrative 
of a paragraph or more on the performance of the superintendent in 
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specific areas or on the superintendent's general performance in an 
attempt to identify strengths and weaknesses of the superintendent. The 
board members collaborate with the assistance of the board president to 
compile a single written report (63, 73). The advantage of the essay-type 
evaluation is in its wide latitude to allow board members an opportunity 
to express views (63). The disadvantages include (1) the length and 
content of the statements vary between evaluator (43, 68); (2) many 
ambiguous, fence-straddling statements are difficult to interpret (43, 
68); (3) the report may be overly Influenced by recent events (63); and 
(4) board members generally are uncomfortable writing (59). 
A second type of evaluation form is the checklist and rating scales. 
Checklists and rating scales are typically composed of two elements; a 
listing of criteria and a scale upon which the evaluators may record their 
evaluation or rating of the superintendent (25, 73). A checklist has only 
two possible responses, such as yes or no, or a check representing a 
completed or attained task, while a blank represents an uncompleted or 
unattained task. A rating scale may be very similar to the checklist, 
with the only difference being that the rating scale contains a larger 
number of choices for the response. Individual evaluators rate the 
superintendent on each of the items listed by selecting an appropriate 
response. The individual rater's responses are compiled into a mean 
rating for each item. The mean ratings of individual items are often 
compiled further into a mean rating by groups of items based on job 
function or role, along with an overall rating of all items. 
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The advantages for using the rating form include providing (1) a wide 
range of information on a uniform set of items (63); (2) simplicity in 
understanding and use (5, 31, 63); (3) a basis to open up communications 
with the board (5, 13); (4) an easy means to rate tasks found on the job 
description or set of specific responsibilities (57); and (5) the 
appearance of a system which conforms to the popular concept of evaluation 
(68). The rating scale format is the most commonly used by boards (18, 
67). 
The disadvantages of using a rating scale include (1) ratings are 
based on personal judgment of raters (5) and may be unreliable (13); (2) 
rating responses may contain ambiguities, i.e., definition of "excellent" 
or "average" (5, 59); (3) items may be misinterpreted by board and 
superintendent (31); (4) the items and format may be restricting and 
overlook items which were unanticipated (31, 63); (5) scores may be 
misleading because all items are viewed as equal in importance with the 
same weight (5, 50, 59, 63); (5) possession of skill or knowledge does not 
assure it is being used (5); and (7) its relative low capacity to improve 
performance of the superintendent (5). Redfern (68, p. 10) refers to the 
rating scale as an "adult report card" based on past performance 
evaluation requiring a "wait until next year" time clock to compare or 
improve performance. 
The third type of evaluation form consists of performance objectives 
or performance appraisal. Performance appraisal is an outgrowth of 
management by objectives (MBO) technique of managing organizations. 
Redfern (68, p. 13) describes management by objective as a "form of 
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comprehensive planning to attain programmatic goals and objectives of the 
entire school system." While management by objectives does have an 
evaluation phase, it is primarily used to assess program achievement and 
not personnel, according to Redfern (68). 
The literature contains a wide range of detailed procedures and 
specific terminology to describe performance objectives of the 
superintendent. The terms used Include performance appraisal (5, 59); 
work standards, performance standards, and evaluation by objective (68); 
performance evaluation (64); job performance (13); and performance 
objectives (25). Generally speaking, the primary means of evaluation by 
performance is measured in terms of results or attainment of four to six 
specific objectives mutually agreed upon by the superintendent and board. 
The advantages of using a performance appraisal system according to 
Booth (5) include; (1) Standards of evaluation are jointly agreed upon by 
superintendent and board; (2) it emphasizes the future with specific 
timelines; (3) it clarifies job responsibilities and organizes jobs; (4) 
it shifts the board's role from one of criticizing to one of helping the 
superintendent to Improve; (5) it allows a nonconformist superintendent to 
be evaluated on results from unconventional methods; (6) it provides the 
superintendent with more control over environment and reduces dependency 
on the board; and (7) it provides the board with a positive means of 
guiding the school district. Performance appraisal allows for an in-depth 
assessment on a relatively small number of priority items. The process of 
performance appraisal forces the board to develop a consensus on 
priorities for the superintendent, observes Evans (25). 
23 
The primary disadvantages of performance appraisal Include the fact 
that such Items are usually hard to achieve a consensus on and it is 
difficult to write meaningful, measurable objectives. The development of 
a performance appraisal system is usually time consuming (59). Evans (25, 
pp. 84-85) cautions against using only performance objectives by stating: 
Performance objectives alone do not attempt to 
assess the effectiveness of the superintendent 
carrying out the wide range of responsibilities 
which are associated with successful dally 
operations of the school. In order to deal with 
this limitation, the evaluation plan may incorporate 
(by both objectives and) elements of the rating 
scales. 
Roelle and Monks (73, p. 37) concurred with the observation that: 
Aside from goal achievement the superintendent must 
perform some standard administrative functions...the 
extent to which the board Is satisfied with the 
superintendent's, performance of administrative 
functions coupled with the successful completion of 
goals should constitute the board's evaluation of 
the superintendent. 
The current performance is often measured through rating scales or 
checklists used as a needs assessment Instrument. It can identify general 
performance and areas needing improvement. Consequently, the ideal 
performance appraisal system lies between the rating scale/checklist and 
management by objectives (5, 52). Jess (42) concluded that most 
evaluation programs appeared to use a combination of Instruments to assess 
and improve the superintendent's performance. Redfern (68) agrees that no 
single approach to superintendent evaluation can be expected to serve the 
needs of all 16,000 school systems in the United States. 
The popularity of checklists and rating scales for superintendent 
evaluation was an extension of the evaluation techniques used to evaluate 
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other certificated school personnel. Craighead (16) concluded that rating 
scales were the most popular method of evaluating educational employee 
performance in the early seventies. The model was apparently readily 
adapted to superintendent evaluation and became the most commonly used 
(13, 18, 39, 43, 45, 50, 68, 76). In general terms, as many as two out of 
three boards that formally evaluate superintendents use a checklist (32). 
Eggers (24) reported nearly 60 percent of all districts in South Dakota 
used checklist/rating scales, while Gould (31) reported 30 percent of all 
respondents used checklist/rating scales with an additional 30 percent 
response indicating a combination of techniques was used. The 30 percent 
figure was reported in two other studies conducted by Yates (92) and 
Liddicoat (48) as the percent of the surveyed population that reportedly 
used checklists. 
Instruments and Criteria 
Based on the assumption that no single, common evaluation instrument 
can be designed to meet the needs of all superintendent evaluation, local 
boards and superintendents have developed a wide variety of instruments 
and criteria. Olds (64) proposed three approaches to classifying the 
criteria and, in turn, evaluation instruments. The classifications or 
approaches include: (1) personal trait and characteristics; (2) 
process-behavior function; and (3) performance evaluation. 
Personal trait and characteristics 
This approach assesses administrative effectiveness in terms of 
desirable personal attributes such as courage, integrity, sound judgment, 
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enthusiasm, health and personal appearance, ability to delegate, 
communicate, accept responsibility, and interpersonal relations including 
use of tact, handles conflict well, sensitive, and cooperative, according 
to Evans (25). Trait centered approach also includes attitude, 
creativity, and leadership (13). Critics contend this approach has little 
value, is usually one-sided, subjective, with no participation and little 
or no room for assistance to improve (32, 39, 64). Gould (31), however, 
supports including personal characteristics on the evaluation. 
Process-behavior 
This approach assumes effectiveness can be determined by means of 
assessment or measurement of specific functions deemed to be essential to 
the attainment of educational and administrative outcomes. The process 
uses a rating scale and checklist to measure the superintendent's 
performance against a predetermined standard (32). The superintendent's 
job description and critical work activities serve as primary sources of 
information for the criteria (25). A self-evaluation may be included 
(63). Many of the forms used in this approach include items from the 
personal trait and characteristics approach. 
Performance evaluation 
This approach is based on analyzing and measuring the progress toward 
accomplishment of predetermined objectives. This approach may encompass 
items from the process-behavior approach in situations when the project is 
being developed and overall results are not available (63). The board and 
superintendent jointly develop the objectives based on district needs 
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(32). The approach assumes that effectiveness can be determined by 
measuring the attainment of education objectives. Performance appraisal 
would be considered an example of this type of evaluation process. 
The literature contains relatively few (approximately 30) high-
quality research studies in the past 20 years on superintendent 
evaluation. Many of these studies attempt to identify the tasks, 
functions, and responsibilities of the superintendent. This would 
indicate that the majority of the efforts in superintendent evaluation 
revolved around, at least in a tangential manner, the process-behavior 
approach. The identification of the essential or appropriate tasks, 
functions, and responsibilities of the superintendent position is needed 
and related to the establishment of meaningful evaluation system (61). 
Indeed, the entire evaluation system is based on the assumption that 
certain tasks or standards of administrative effectiveness exist, and that 
administrative performance can be measured in terms of these standards. 
"Without these two prerequisites," according to Nygaard (62, p. 5), 
"administrative evaluation has no meaning." This belief is widely 
accepted in the education community and is a direct contradiction to the 
reasoning used by McCarty (50) to justify avoidance of the formal 
superintendent evaluation by boards! 
One of the earliest attempts at identification of the administrative 
functions was conducted by Ayers (2) in the 1920s. In a series of 
articles published in 1929, Ayers (2) presents an instrument titled 
"Checking List of One Thousand Duties of School Administrators," which 
lists the duties of all administrators in school districts. One of the 
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stated purposes of the checking list was to develop an instrument for 
surveying administrative programs. Ayers (2, p. 39) asserts that "a 
standard checking list is almost essential to expert checking. It detects 
at once the activities which are receiving attention, locates errors, and 
provides a concrete basis for constructive criticism and future planning." 
The first empirical research study designed to identify 
superintendent evaluation criteria was conducted in 1952 by Daniel 
Griffiths (33). He concluded that (1) there was no instrument for the 
evaluation of the superintendent available to boards, and (2) there was an 
expressed need for an instrument. One part of the study identified 319 
administrative practices, each of which was recommended in at least one 
resource document. The responses from 26 superintendents identified 118 
of the 319 administrative practices which showed a statistical difference 
between "successful" and "unsuccessful" superintendents. Griffiths (33, 
p. 130) recommended that "the 118 administrative practices be used as an 
instrument to determine the effectiveness of the leadership of a school 
superintendent." 
The criteria listed in Griffith's (33) study did not readily appear 
in subsequent checklists and the criteria were cited in only a few 
studies. A primary factor for this obscurity in the educational 
literature may be because the dissertation was not reported in 
Dissertation Abstract International until 1967, a full year after sample 
evaluation instruments appeared in two national publications (6, 74). 
In 1972, Craighead (16) conducted a survey in Texas in which he 
concluded that 67 percent of the responding districts were evaluating 
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teachers with rating scale-type instruments; 40 percent were using written 
rating scales to evaluate principals, while none of the districts was 
using any type of written form to evaluate the superintendent. Based on 
the fact that rating scales were the most popular type of Instruments used 
to evaluate other school personnel, Craighead proposed development of a 
rating scalâ for superintendent evaluation. The method used in this 
research was to develop a list of criteria based on a review of 
literature. A jury panel of 12 experts selected 124 criteria to be 
included in the survey. A total of 75 selected individuals (board 
members, superintendents, and college professors) were requested to 
rank-order 12 categories containing the 124 items by use of a Q-sort 
technique. 
Craighead created a model evaluation Instrument containing ten 
categories. Each of ten categories contained on the final evaluation 
instrument Included a definition and listed a total of 61 Illustrative 
characteristics and abilities commonly used as criteria. The individual 
criteria were not rated, but rather the board members were to "rate the 
superintendents from 0 to 100 percent in each category" (16, p. 153). 
The most unique feature of Craighead's (16) model was a weighting 
factor of each of the ten categories. The most important category 
received a weighting of 31 compared to the lowest category Receiving a 
weighting of one. The percentage factor for each category placed in 
decimal form was multiplied by the weighting factor. The weighting or 
placing of value based on the Importance of the criteria or category of 
criteria to the sum total of the entire instrument allows differentiation 
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between the important items and very important items. Craighead's (16) 
instrument used weighting at its extreme by providing one weighted 
category to be 31 times the value of the least weighted category. 
Ernest Brown (8), in 1977, conducted a study to develop a 
process-behavior based program for evaluating the superintendent. Two 
instruments were developed to objectively evaluate the school 
superintendent. The first instrument was designed for use by boards, 
while the second was designed to be used by principals, central office 
personnel, and the superintendent as a self-evaluation. Listings of 
superintendent functions and characteristics were validated by a jury 
panel of 12 experts prior to the development of the instruments. The 
instruments were distributed to board members and administrators in 
selected districts for comments. Field testing of the instruments did not 
occur in the study. The final board member's evaluation instrument 
contained 26 functions and accompanying criteria statements—each with a 
rating scale response. A total of 93 performance indicators in groups of 
two to four followed each of the criteria. Brown's (8) instructions 
included a statement which allowed boards to weigh the relative importance 
of the various functions and apply a chosen factor to the mean of the 
evaluation scores. 
The concept of weighting the value of a criterion or the numeric mean 
of a group of criteria was supported by Carol (12) and T. Jones (44). The 
weighting concept allowed a wide variety of criteria to be used in an 
evaluation while it provided a means of prioritizing the value or relative 
worth of the criteria. The weighting of criteria reduces the dimension of 
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McCarty's (50, p. 41) claim that "the most critical items on a checklist 
can be neutralized by others dealing with trivia and non-essentials." 
The review of literature produced research studies which were 
designed to validate selected superintendent evaluation criteria. These 
studies differ from the previously reported three studies in that the 
first group either developed an evaluation instrument (8, 16) or 
recommended the direct use of identified criteria to evaluate the 
superintendent (33). This second group of studies researched and 
identified criteria which "should" be used as a basis for local districts 
to formulate an evaluation instrument. The selected criteria were 
typically placed in a rank-order of importance each criteria had to the 
success of the superintendent or importance to the evaluation process. 
The respondents usually consisted of selected superintendents and board 
presidents or board members. Four research studies (31, 61, 65, 92) from 
1955 to 1983 collected data on the rank-order of individual criteria. 
Each study reviewed and rank-ordered at least 30 criteria. Liddicoat (48) 
in 1983 designed an instrument to collect data on 56 selected criteria but 
reported the findings only in terms of ten category headings. 
A third category of research studies attempted to analyze and 
identify the relative value of a list of eight to 14 criteria in terms of 
broad categories such as board/superintendent relations, management 
functions, personal characteristics, etc., based on the responses of 
superintendents and often board presidents. These studies were usually 
conducted as a part of a larger project similar to Carol's (12) research 
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on procedures used by boards to evaluate the superintendent (10, 12, 18, 
24, 35, 42, 48, 80). 
Cunningham and Hentges (18, p. 34), for example, reported a list of 
criteria which were identified by superintendents as being a factor in the 
evaluation process. The criteria are listed in decreasing rank-order: 
1) General effectiveness of your performance; 
2) Educational leadership and knowledge; 
3) Board/superintendent relationship; 
4) Management functions; 
5) Community/superintendent relationships; 
6) Budget development and implementation; 
7) Staff/superintendent relationships; 
8) Your personal characteristics; 
9) Recruitment, employment and supervision of 
personnel; 
10) Student/superintendent relationships. 
The list of criteria used by Cunningham and Hentges was basically the 
same one originally used first by Carol (12) in 1972 and by Eggers (24) in 
1984. The rankings of all three researchers were very similar. Carol's 
(12) study had "Budget development and implementing" ranked much lower 
(12th), and the "Recruitment, employment, and supervision of personnel" 
ranked much higher (3rd). Other researchers using similar lists of 
general criteria place greater importance on board/superintendent 
relationships and ranked it first on their respective list (32, 42, 71, 
87). Personal characteristics received high ranking from Jess (42) with a 
first place rank, and Sonedecker (80) with a second place rank. 
The first model superintendent evaluation instrument to be published 
nationally was a checklist appearing in the August 1965 School Management 
Magazine (74) developed by the California Association of School 
Administrators (CASA). A comprehensive rating scale, developed by the 
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California School Boards Association in 1974, expanded the earlier CASA 
checklist and became one of the most popular forms used. Many of the 
criteria listed in the 1974 instrument were found by this researcher in 
checklists and rating scales from across the United States. In a 1976 
publication, Kowalski (46, p. 5) reported 11 of 31 checklists and rating 
scales were "replicas or adaptions of the California School Boards 
Association form for evaluating the superintendent." 
Multiple Raters 
Performance is measured by making certain that the conditions 
necessary for meaningful measurement are, in fact, met (54). According to 
Menne (54, p. 5), "there are three conditions that must be present in 
order to have evidence that a rating-scheme does, in fact measure 
anything." The first of the three conditions is there must be more than 
one rater. There is no evidence that a single rater Is even rating the 
performance aspect intended. The concept of using multiple raters or 
evaluators is uniquely suited to the evaluation of the superintendent by 
the members of the board. Most boards consist of at least five and often 
seven or nine individuals. 
In addition to board members, the literature does contain reference 
to uëe of "other" individuals being involved in the evaluation process. 
Carol (12) reported eight of the 68 districts included other school 
personnel in the evaluation of the superintendent. Gramitt (32, p. 71) 
reported six districts (5.6 percent) used "consultants, subordinates or 
community advisory group." Other administrators were used in the 
evaluation process in over 10 percent of the districts responding to an 
33 
ERS request (46). Jess (42) reported agreement by 48 percent of the 
superintendents and 70 percent of the board presidents to the statement 
that input from other individuals or groups is essential to the effective 
evaluation of the superintendent. The board president and superintendent 
were in agreement that the "others" to be involved were primarily central 
office or building principals (42). Superintendent evaluation should be 
expanded to include others such as administrative subordinates, community 
leaders, and parents (80, 50). 
The literature showed a small but increasing interest on the part of 
individuals other than the board to evaluate the superintendent. "It 
still remains to be seen whether the accountability movement will bring 
more diversified participation into the superintendent evaluation 
procedures," according to Gramitt (32, p. 46). 
Brown (8) developed a separate instrument for administrators to 
evaluate the superintendent. One juror in the study concluded the same 
instrument used by board presidents could be used by the other 
administrators rather than using two separate instruments. 
A third source of evaluation information was reported from the 
superintendent in the form of a self-evaluation. The self-evaluation was 
viewed as an essential component of a performance appraisal plan (64) and 
was recommended for part of the evaluation procedures (12). In 1983, 
Liddicoat (48) reported over 25 percent of the participating 
superintendents completed a self-evaluation. The self-evaluation causes 
the clarification of the rater's perceptions of performance and allows a 
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careful review of the criteria and standards used to measure performance 
(49). 
Validity and Item Discrimination Power 
Administrative evaluation systems are based upon the assumption that 
there are standards of administrative effectiveness and that 
administrative performance can be measured in terms of those standards or 
criteria (62). Valid performance criteria can be developed. The review 
of literature produced numerous job function areas, criteria, descriptors, 
and indicators of superintendent performance (1, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 18, 27, 
32, 35, 36, 46, 65, 72, 87). Other sources of valid performance items 
include job descriptions and evaluation instruments currently in use in 
selected schools in Iowa and other states. The School Improvement Model 
(SIM), under the direction of Professor Manatt at Iowa State University, 
has been instrumental in developing performance evaluation systems for 
school personnel including superintendents. One phase of the 
developmental process in determining performance criteria was based on a 
detailed analysis of the actual tasks performed by the superintendent. 
Each superintendent was asked to record Critical Work Activities (CWA) on 
a daily basis for up to a three-week time period. A systematic review of 
the critical work activities and job descriptions of the superintendent 
provided the foundation to select superintendent performance criteria in 
the SIM school districts. 
A comprehensive review of the more than 850 criterion contained in 
over 30 superintendent evaluation instruments was used as the basis for 
selecting performance evaluation items for this study. It should be noted 
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that many Instruments contained items in the exact form. The consistency 
of the items was a primary factor in the identification of valid criteria. 
Criteria for formal evaluations have normally been selected based on 
job descriptions, goals mutually agreed to, and other checklist or rating 
scales (24, 31, 42). The judgments of experts and practitioners are often 
used to establish content or face validity of the instrument. Extensive 
field testing and development usually were nonexistent. The 
superintendent evaluation instruments reviewed were not identified as 
having been field tested. Look (49, p. 23) contends that "content 
validity is not sufficient criterion for item selection. Item 
discrimination power should also be considered to ensure that items 
included identify differences between the performance of different 
(subjects)." 
Researchers have long recommended that research and study should be 
done to develop evaluation standards for measuring effectiveness of the 
superintendent (51). The key term in the previous sentence is 
"measuring." Three conditions must be present in order to have evidence 
that a rating system does in fact measure anything (54, p. 5): 
1. There must be more than one rater. 
2. The raters must closely agree in their rating. 
3. The ratings must indicate differences between 
(the individuals being rated). 
The first item, multiple raters, was discussed above under the title 
"Multiple raters." Menne (54, pp. 5-6) continues: 
The second condition means, for example, that if all 
raters indicate that a given (individual) rated a 
score of 4 out of a possible 5 points on some 
performance aspect,...then this consistency of 
raters indicates something may have been measured. 
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On the other hand, if the ratings of the same 
(individual) varied from 1 to 5, then nothing has 
been measured—the average in such a situation would 
be a misleading statistic. Therefore, there must be 
consistency or low variance between raters (emphasis 
added). 
The importance of the third condition can be seen in 
the following example: If all students in a class 
were asked the sex of their teacher, there would be 
consistency (low, or in this case, zero variance) in 
the responses of this group of student "raters." 
Other classes, in the same or different students, 
should also have a consistent response to the 
question. But if the teachers are not all the same 
sex, there will be differences in the response 
between classes. So (teachers') ratings must be 
consistent and also must indicate difference between 
the performance of different teachers. 
Research has shown that certain types of items used 
to evaluate performance do not meet the second 
condition: agreement or consistency in the rating 
group is seldom found. In very broad terms, items 
that relate performance to educational philosophy or 
concern behaviors that seem to indicate personality 
variables, do not measure in a way that meets the 
second condition. Even though educators may 
rightfully feel that such factors are important, 
such items can be misleading and usually cannot be 
performance measures. Items that more closely 
relate to job performance 'generally—but not 
always—do measure in such a way as to meet 
condition two.' 
The Menne-Tolsma (55) methodology for determining the item 
discrimination power of items in instruments was used to identify 
discriminating items in teacher evaluation (40) and with principal 
evaluation (49). The reliability of the appraisal items can be 
substantially improved by pooling the ratings of independent raters (40). 
Based on the findings of the research by Hidlebaugh (40) and Look (49), it 
is possible to develop valid evaluation criteria based on the item 
discrimination model of statistical analysis. 
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One of the primary purposes of superintendent evaluation was 
identified to improve performance. Snavely (77, p. 8) contends that if 
the evaluation system does not improve superintendent performance or the 
educational system, then it "can hardly be considered valid." The 
districts need to have available an established pool or criteria for the 
superintendent's performance evaluation which will be valid regardless of 
who the superintendent is (12) and not subject to different conclusions by 
different evaluators (39). Cuban (17) contends that a truly objective 
evaluation instrument does not exist. Much of the superintendent's 
evaluation depends on the people serving on the governing board at the 
time of the evaluation. The makeup of the board and the cohesion of the 
individual board members may make an impact on the manner in which the 
superintendent's professional resources are evaluated (93, 94). There are 
no guarantees that the evaluation will occur properly, but a structured 
procedure and written instrument with explicit discriminating criteria can 
make the system far more objective (8). 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This study developed and tested superintendent performance criteria 
based on discrimination power of the items. A questionnaire was developed 
based on the identification of the most frequently repeated criteria found 
in an extensive search of the literature. The sampling technique, 
subjects, and statistical analysis used in the study are reviewed in this 
chapter. 
Questionnaire Construction 
Constructing the Item Discrimination Questionnaire was the first step 
of the study (Appendix A). The 87 criteria listed on the questionnaire 
were selected from a review of the literature, tabulation of criteria 
contained on the 30 different evaluation instruments, job descriptions, 
and research findings (8, 91) from across the United States. All the 
criteria from each of the selected forms were carefully categorized with 
similar items. A total of 859 individual criterion were identified and 
categorized with similar items. Many of the items appeared on multiple 
evaluation instruments and were identical or very similar in content. 
Criteria were selected to be included based on the (1) number of times it 
appeared on reference forms and (2) findings of the review of literature 
which identified priority criteria to be included on a superintendent 
evaluation. Content validity was a major factor in the selection 
criteria. 
The five-point Likert-type scale was used as a replication of 
Hidlebaugh's (40) and Look's (49) studies. The same scaling technique was 
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used In each of the studies to successfully apply the Menne-Tolsma (55) 
method of identifying item discrimination power. 
A field test of a questionnaire containing 82 criteria was conducted 
under the direction of Professor Richard Manatt with the cooperation of a 
K-12 school district active in a School Improvement Model (SIM) project. 
The field test results led to modifications, revisions, and of expansion 
of the number of items, and improving the instructions and format of the 
questionnaire. 
Each of the 87 criteria contained on the final questionnaire was 
placed within one of seven categories which include; General Performance 
Characteristics, Improving the Education Process, Working with the Board, 
Developing Staff Personnel, Managing Operations, Working with the 
Community, Professional and Personal Development. The organization of the 
questionnaire by general headings and the placement of the criteria within 
each of the headings was done for the convenience of the individual raters 
and based on the research findings in the literature. Discrimination 
power of the items will be calculated on an individual item basis without 
regard of categories. 
Zeigler (93, p. 197) observed, "The quality of the consensus that 
prevails within the board may affect the manner in which the 
superintendent's professional resources are evaluated." Theoretically the 
method used to identify the items with the power to discriminate will 
account for this dimension. The last three items on the questionnaire, 
intended for completion by board members only, were included to test the 
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cohesion of board members. The information gathered from the 
questionnaire was compared with the item discrimination results. 
Sample Selection 
The data base for the study consisted of responses from 30 public 
school districts. Each district maintains educational programs for 
students from kindergarten through twelfth grade. All selected schools 
were governed by a publicly elected seven-member board of directors. 
Thirty districts were randomly selected from an alphabetical listing 
containing the district names of the 86 Iowa school districts governed by 
a seven-member board of directors. The selected districts ranged in size 
of enrollment from 256 students to over 30,000 students. The selected 
districts were representative of the enrollment composition of all 86 
districts governed by a seven-member board. 
•In addition to the 30 districts selected on a random basis, four 
districts currently involved with the School Improvement Model (SIM) 
project conducted by Professor Manatt were also included. The four 
districts are located in Missouri, Wyoming, Michigan, and Iowa. All four 
of the SIM districts had enrollments greater than 1,000 students. 
The primary reason for selecting only districts governed by 
seven-member boards was due to the attempt to replicate Hidlebaugh's (40) 
and Look's (49) application of the Menne-Tolsma (55) formula. The formula 
produces optimum results when an individual is rated by 15 or more raters. 
The objective for using seven-member rather than five-member boards was to 
increase the number of board members in each group by two. It is assumed 
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that the number of board members, I.e., five or seven, would not affect 
the outcome of the superintendent's evaluation. 
Conducting the Survey 
Questionnaires were initially mailed to 30 superintendents in 
February 1987. Each superintendent received a packet which contained a 
cover letter requesting participation in the project, an outline of a 
presentation to the board, 15 instruction sheets, 15 questionnaires, a 
supply of optical mark answer sheets, and a stamped addressed envelope. A 
copy of the superintendent's letter was forwarded to the board president. 
A sample of the packet is found in Appendix A. 
Each selected superintendent was invited to present the request for 
participation in the study to the board at a regular board meeting. The 
superintendent and board needed to decide whether to participate in the 
study. If the decision was to participate, then the superintendent and 
board president were to identify an additional seven raters to participate 
in the study. Participating large districts achieved the 15 raters by 
means of seven board members, the superintendent self-evaluation, and 
seven administrative staff members. Participating smaller districts that 
did not have seven administrators were requested to select "knowledgeable 
others" to maintain the number of raters at 15. The composition of the 
"knowledgeable others" group was suggested to be retired board manbers, 
active citizens, PTA members, teachers, or others mutually agreed to by 
the superintendent and board president. Individual answer sheets were to 
be returned to the board secretary who in turn forwarded all 15 answer 
sheets in the stamped, addressed envelope. 
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If board and superintendent decided not to participate in the study, 
the materials were to be returned to the researcher. Six replacement 
districts were chosen using the same selection techniques. In all, 36 
districts were requested to participate in the study. The data collection 
extended from February through May 1987. 
Professor Manatt distributed and collected questionnaires in four 
additional SIM districts during consultation meetings. Participants were 
presented with the same instruction sheet and questionnaire as the 35 
randomly selected districts. Participants returned the questionnaires to 
Dr. Manatt, who forwarded them to the researcher for data treatment. 
Treatment of Data 
The problem of this study was to select a list of discriminating 
items based on the Menne-Tolsma (55) method of selection, which can be 
used by all school boards and superintendents as a basis for the 
development of a formal evaluation system at the local school district 
level. A discriminating item is defined as one which has minimum variance 
among raters within a given school district setting and maximum difference 
between superintendents being rated. Hidlebaugh (40) and Look (49) 
implemented the Menne-Tolsma method of item discrimination using 15 raters 
per ratee. The application of the Menne-Tolsma formula resulted in 
establishing 13 percent as a minimum percentage for identifying 
discriminating items at the .05 level of significance. The 13 percent was 
calculated based on the following: 
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Source DF SS MS F 
Between groups 2-1 = 1 X X 4.20 
(100-X)/28 
Within groups 2(15-1) = 28 100-X 
Total 29 100 
Therefore: X =4.20 
100-X 
28 
X = 4.20 100-X 
28 
28 X = 4.20(100-X) 
28 X = 420 - 4.20 X 
32.2 X = 420 
X = 13.04 
100-X = 86.96 
Table 1. Analysis of variance for two groups with 15 subjects per group 
Source DF SS MS F 
Between groups 2-1 =1 13% . 13 13/87/28 = 4.20* 
Within groups 2(15-1) = 28 87% 87/28 
Total 29 100% 
*The critical F value with 1 and 28 degrees of freedom at the .05 
level is 4.20. 
Based on the same method of calculation, the minimum percentage for 
the between-group sum of squares sufficient to discriminate at the .01 
levels of significance for two groups of 15 raters each is 22 percent. 
The size of each group of raters was of consideration in this study 
for two reasons. The first was to use groups of raters large enough to 
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establish stability in the statistical analysis. The second consideration 
was to use small enough groups to allow the findings to be readily 
applicable in superintendent evaluations. The Menne-Tolsma (55, p. 6) 
formula theorizes that "if an item is a discriminating one in a situation 
involving a few small groups, then it will also be capable of 
discriminating among more numerous and/or larger groups. The reverse, of 
course is not true." It is possible therefore to have an item 
discriminate in a situation involving a few large groups, but it may not 
discriminate in a situation of a few small groups. Although the 
literature supports the use of individuals in addition to board members 
and the superintendent to be involved with the superintendent evaluation 
process, some boards may choose not to involve as many as eight other 
individuals. Therefore, items which were identified as having 
discrimination power for the group of 15 were analyzed based on the 
ratings of the seven board members. This resulted in groups of seven 
raters rather than the original groups of 15 raters. All seven board 
members completed surveys in a total of 23 of the surveyed districts with 
nearly an even distribution of district according to the size categories 
(see Table 7). 
Menne-Tolsma (55) formula used in this study has one basic drawback. 
The percent of between-group sum of squares needed to identify items 
possessing the power to discriminate is drastically increased when only 
seven raters rather than 15 raters were used with each group. The percent 
was increased from 13 percent at the .05 level of confidence for 15 raters 
to 28 percent for seven raters. 
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A Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient was calculated for the items 
identified as having the power to discriminate for both the 30 groups of 
15 raters and the 23 groups of seven board members. A reliability 
coefficient of at least .80 was sought in both groups of data. 
Individual rater responses to each of the questionnaire items which 
were identified as having the power to discriminate were used to test the 
remaining null hypotheses. Each questionnaire was coded in the following 
format to facilitate the testing. First, the district's 1986-87 student 
enrollment was used to divide the districts into three strata: less than 
or equal to 999 students, 1,000 to 2,999 students, and greater than or 
equal to 3,000 students. The data were used to test the second null 
hypothesis. Second, each individual questionnaire was coded into one of 
four categories according to the rater's position in the district. The 
coded positions included board member, superintendent, administrator, and 
knowledgeable other. These data were used to test the third null 
hypothesis. Third, each board member questionnaire was coded based on a 
cohesion factor. The fourth null hypothesis was a test of item responses 
based on the cohesion of the board members. Individual rater's 
questionnaires were coded into one of three categories of cohesion based 
on the individual board member's responses to each of three statements 
based on research by Zeigler (93). The statements were: (1) When a 
problem first arises, members of the board often find that they disagree 
about the best course of action; (2) when the school board disagrees on 
issues, there is more or less the same division on the board; (3) some 
board members seem to stick together from one issue to the next. 
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Each board member's questionnaire was placed into one of three 
categories identified as consensual, factional, or pluralistic. All seven 
board members were categorized by means of the individual board members' 
responses to each of the three statements. If the majority of the board 
members disagreed with statement number one above, then the board was 
identified as consensual. If the majority of the board members agreed 
with items number one, two, and three, then the board was identified as 
factional. If the majority of the board members agreed with item number 
one but disagreed with items number 2 and number 3, then the board was 
classified as pluralistic. If the majority of board members did not 
clearly agree or disagree with the statements, then a numeric mean was 
calculated for the purpose of classification. Only boards containing 
responses from all seven board members were classified. 
The Statistical Package of the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used in 
data treatment procedures. Each of the last three null hypotheses was 
tested separately on each of the questionnaire items identified as having 
the power to discriminate. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to 
test the statistical significance of variance of the group means. An item 
identified as having a significantly different variance of means between 
variables was further analyzed by use for the Duncan Multiple Range Test 
(91) to determine the specific group means attributable for the 
significant variance. 
The statistical analysis was funded in part by the Research Institute 
for Studies in Education (RISE), College of Education, Iowa State 
University. The analysis of variance and Duncan Multiple Range Tests were 
47 
computed using the Computer Center, Iowa State University. The creation 
of data files and computation of the Menne-Tolsma statistics were 
» 
accomplished in the Test and Evaluation Services Center, Iowa State 
University. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The basic problem of this study was identifying a pool of 
superintendent evaluation items from an 87-item questionnaire based upon 
item discrimination power. Each item identified as having the power to 
discriminate was further tested to determine reliability and the 
influencing effect of the district enrollment size and position of the 
raters for groups of 15 raters. Finally, tests were conducted on the data 
based on responses from groups of seven board members per group to 
determine item discrimination power, the effect of district enrollment 
size, and the cohesiveness of the board. All statistical tests were 
computed based on the voluntary responses to an 87-item superintendent 
evaluation questionnaire by at least 15 individuals in 30 selected school 
districts. 
Presentation and Analysis of Data 
All of the data collected were not analyzed. Questionnaires were 
received from 33 school districts. Three of these districts were 
represented by only 11, 12, and 14 completed questionnaires. These 
partial group responses were excluded from analysis because each district 
failed to reach the theoretical minimum of 15 raters for each 
superintendent. The remaining 451 completed questionnaires received from 
30 districts were analyzed. One district responded with 16 
questionnaires. 
The overall rater response rate for all questionnaires received from 
the 40 districts surveyed was 81 percent. Thirty school districts each 
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provided at least 15 completed questionnaires representing a usable 
district response rate of 75 percent. See Table 2. 
The student enrollment of the 30 districts represented by at least 15 
raters ranged in size from 305 to 30,841 students. The group of 10 
smallest districts ranged in enrollment size from 305 to 958 with a mean 
Table 2. Sample distribution and response of seven-member school board 
districts by district enrollment size 
District enrollment size 
<999 
1,000 to 
2,999 >3,000 Total 
District sample 
Iowa districts with seven-
member boards 
Number 
Percent 
36 
42% 
27 
31% 
23 
27% 
86 
100% 
Initial districts surveyed 10 8 12 30 
Replacement districts 3 2 1 6 
SIM districts surveyed 0 1 3 4 
Total districts surveyed 13 11 16 40 
District responses 
Districts declining to participate 3 1 1 5 
No responses 2 2 
Less than 15 raters from district 1 2 3 
Districts responding with 15 or 
more raters 10 9 11 30 
Response rate of total districts 
surveyed by size 77% 82% 69% 75% 
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of 599 students. The nine middle sized districts ranged In student 
enrollment size from 1,310 to 2,995 with a group mean of 2,168 pupils. 
The largest group of 11 districts had student enrollments that ranged from 
3,051 to 30,841 students with a mean of 7,731 pupils. 
A total of 451 usable Individual questionnaires were returned from 30 
districts. Based on district enrollment size, 150 raters were from the 10 
smaller districts (<999 students), 136 raters were from the nine middle 
sized districts (1,000 to 2,999 students), and 165 raters were from the 11 
larger districts (>3,000 students). Based on position, the largest group 
consisted of board members with 198 raters, followed by administrators 
with 158 raters, knowledgeable others with 67 raters, and superintendents 
with 28 raters. Further detail on the composition of the raters by 
position and district enrollment size was reported in Table 3. 
The 198 board members who participated in the study each represented 
one of the 30 school districts. The responses from the three districts 
which returned less than 15 questionnaires did not include all seven board 
Table 3. Number of raters from districts returning at least 15 
questionnaires classified by position and district enrollment 
size 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
Position <999 2,999 >3,000 Total 
Board members 67 59 72 198 
Superintendents 10 8 10 28 
Adminls trat ors 21 56 81 158 
Knowledgeable others 52 13 2 67 
Totals 150 136 165 451 
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members from any one of the districts. Not all board members from each 
participating district returned a completed evaluation form. Seven school 
districts were represented with responses from less than all seven board 
members. A total of 23 school boards participated with all seven board 
members. See Table 4. All statistical tests for groups of seven raters 
were conducted based on the responses from the 23 districts. 
Table 4. Board member responses for each district reporting at least 15 
raters by district enrollment size 
Number of board District enrollment size Total 
members' responses 1,000 to board 
per district <999 2,999 >3,000 Total members 
7 8 7 8 23 161 
6 1 1 1 3 18 
5 1 2 3 15 
4 1 _1 4 
Totals 10 9 11 30 198 
In this chapter the research null hypothesis presented in Chapter I 
will be restated and the results of the statistical tests will be 
displayed in table form. The findings will be presented in two separate 
parts. Part I will be based, on the responses received from all 15 
participants from each of the 30 districts (N=451). Part II will be based 
only on the responses of the seven board members from the 23 districts in 
which all seven board members responded (N=161). 
Each part will test null hypothesis 1, item discrimination, and null 
hypothesis 2, the effect of the district size. Null hypothesis 3, dealing 
52 
with a test based on rater positions, will only be conducted in Part I, 
with the 15 raters per group. Null hypothesis 4, dealing with the 
cohesion of the board members, will be tested only in Part II with the 
groups comprised of seven board members. 
Item Discrimination Questionnaire - Part I 
Part I of the Item Discrimination Questionnaire reports the findings 
of the research hypothesis based on data from 30 groups of 15 raters each. 
Part II reports the findings on the same research hypothesis based on data 
from 23 groups of seven raters. 
Research hypothesis 1 
Research hypothesis 1 stated that there will be no significant 
difference in the discriminating power of the items on superintendent 
evaluation questionnaire. The Menne-Tolsma (55) methodology of 
determination of the discrimination index using group responses as adapted 
by Hidlebaugh (40) and Look (49) was applied to all items on the 
questionnaire. The responses of all raters in districts in which at least 
15 raters completed a questionnaire were included. 
The null hypothesis was rejected on a total of 71 items which met or 
exceeded the criteria used to identify items having the power to 
discriminate at the .05 level of significance for the test based on 15 
raters per group. Each of the 71 items had a between-group sum of squares 
equal to or greater than 13 percent of the total sums of squares. 
Therefore, the data indicated that 71 of the 87 items on the questionnaire 
discriminated or measured differences between the superintendents based on 
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groups of 15 raters. The discrimination percent of each of the 87 items 
contained on the questionnaire was included in Table 5. The 71 
discriminating items which have a percent value equal to or greater than 
13 have been Identified with an asterisk (*). 
A Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient was calculated to determine 
the Internal consistency of items with a discrimination value equal to or 
greater than 13 percent. The calculated Cronbach Alpha Reliability 
Coefficient was .992. 
The item discrimination percent, calculated for each of the 87 Items 
analyzed, ranged from a low of 10 percent to a high of 31 percent for the 
groups of 15 raters. Ten top ranked items each received a percent value 
representing the power of the item to discriminate of at least 24 percent. 
The individual items and corresponding percent values were listed in rank 
order in Table 6. 
Sixteen Items received discrimination percent values below the 
critical 13 percent figure calculated to be the minimal acceptable 
standard. The 16 items are listed in rank order in Table 7. 
Research hypothesis 2 
Research null hypothesis 2 stated there would be no significant 
difference between the superintendents' evaluation ratings based on size 
of the school districts. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated 
for each of the 71 items identified in Table 5 as having the power to 
discriminate between superintendents In groups of 15 raters. Individual 
rater responses were divided into one of three strata of <999, 1,000 to 
2,999, and >3,000 students based on the 1986-87 enrollment data. 
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Table 5. Item discrimination power of superintendent evaluation items 
based on groups of 15 raters 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Provides verbal communication which is clear, 
concise, and positive. 15* 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and persistence 
needed to accomplish goals and objectives. 20* 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations while 
continuing to function in a professional manner. 25* 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 24* 
5. Distinguishes between prime problems and 
trivialities. 15* 
6. Demonstrates effective listening skills. 16* 
7. Supports people who are responsible to the 
superintendent. 12 
8. Decisions are well-defined, objective, timely, 
and lead to successful and practical results. 16* 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy to the job. 16* 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, considera­
tion, and courtesy. 24* 
II. Demonstrates fairness and impartiality in all 
personnel matters. 10 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, practices, 
and personnel. 16* 
•Indicates items that discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
The significant level was 13 percent or more with groups of 15 raters. 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discriminâtion 
in percent 
13. Demonstrates courage in making recommendations 
and providing friendly constructive criticism. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members of the 
Board of Directors, administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and enthusiasm among 
those in contact with the superintendent. 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at appropriate times. 
17. Earns respect of professional staff members, 
students, community, and others with whom the 
superintendent works. 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work. 
19. Adjusts rapidly to change in plans and procedures. 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and attire. 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and understanding 
of the role of superintendent. 
22. Shows a willingness to try new approaches or 
methods. 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the problems 
that exist at the school board level. 
II. IMPROVING THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
25. Provides positive, responsible leadership for 
coordination, development, and support of the 
educational program. 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and articulation 
of instruction throughout the district. 
19* 
25* 
23* 
20* 
29* 
23* 
17* 
10 
10 
21* 
18* 
13* 
18* 
15* 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for courses of 
study and graduation requirements in the district. 18* 
28. Organizes a planned program of curriculum evalua­
tion and assessment. 23* 
29. Participates with staff, board, and community in 
studying and developing curriculum Improvements. 17* 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement educational 
Innovations and successful curriculum changes 
which Improve the educational program. 19* 
31. Directs the recommendation and dissemination of 
the latest developments in curriculum, materials, 
and instructional technology to meet the needs 
of the students. 17* 
32. Promotes staff development activities appropriate 
to meet the goals of the district and staff. 19* 
33. Effectively Implements and monitors the performance 
evaluation systems for all district personnel. 24* 
34. Encourages high personal expectations in the 
performance of all personnel and students. 22* 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize staff for smooth 
and efficient operations while attaining district 
goals. 18* 
36. Serves as an effective leader for the administrative 
team. 20* 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between the board 
and administrative team. 26* 
III. WORKING WITH THE BOARD 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, solutions, 
and general operations of the school system. 19* 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
39. Provides effective assistance and guidance to the 
board in development and maintenance of current 
board policies. 16* 
40. Offers professional advice to the board on all 
matters requiring board action, placing before 
the board such facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. 17* 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and distributes 
written school board meeting agendas and supporting 
material on a timely basis prior to each meeting. 12 
42. Supports and implements policies, procedures, and 
actions of the board to the public and staff. 14* 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in reports 
to the board. 14* 
44. Treats board members in an unbiased and impartial 
manner. 12 
45. Strives to create and maintain a harmonious and 
trustworthy working relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent. 20* 
46. Encourages board members to read publications and 
attend appropriate educational Inservice meetings. 13* 
IV. DEVELOPING STAFF PERSONNEL 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns highly qualified 
personnel based on written application and job 
descriptions. 15* 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility among 
staff members. 14* 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and advice of 
appropriate staff. 19* 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent 
1 2  
14* 
50. Delegates authority consistent with the 
capabilities and positions of personnel. 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the ultimate 
responsibility for the decision of the 
district's staff. 
52. Recommends to the board economic settlement 
levels for collective bargaining and meet-and-
confer groups which are in the best Interest 
of the district. 
53. Administers personnel policies and negotiates 
contract language in a firm and impartial 
manner treating all staff fairly. 
54. Demonstrates positive professional relationship 
with district personnel. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and cohesiveness 
among all employees. 
56. Encourages participation of appropriate staff 
members and groups in planning procedures 
and policy Interpretation. 
57. Encourages research and creativity among 
employees. 
V. MANAGING OPERATIONS 
58. Provides accurate projections and preparation 
of the annual budget based on the goals and 
objectives of the board. 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of the 
budget as provided by board policy and 
accounting procedures. 
14* 
1 1  
18* 
24* 
17* 
19* 
1 1  
14* 
60. Oversees and administers the safe and proper 
use of district facilities and resources. 11 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
61. Provides for utilization and development of 
appropriate sources of revenue. 11 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance of 
school records including financial reports, 
personnel records, and official documents 
including the board policy manual. 12 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, 
including transportation, maintenance, and 
clerical, necessary to facilitate effective 
student learning. 10 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist the board 
in the process of planning long- and short-range 
goals. 18* 
65. Develops and implements plans to attain goals 
which include progress reports to the board. 19* 
66. Provides for advanced planning and building 
utilization making recommendations on 
renovations, closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 13* 
VI. WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating 
to the district's operations and the state 
and federal laws, rules, and regulations. 10 
68. Establishes and maintains a program of public 
relations to keep the public informed about 
policies, practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's schools. 24* 
69. Exercises leadership in the development and 
execution of positive school-community relations 
program. 31* 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
70. Effectively represents the district and its 
board in its interactions with other school 
systems and institutions. 18* 
71. Solicits parent and community input and 
commitment to district goals, policies, and 
programs. 23* 
72. Establishes open communication with students, 
staff, and parents. 21* 
73. Solicits and gives attention to problems and 
opinions of all groups and individuals. 19* 
74. Maintains communications with city officials 
and developers to maximize long-range planning. 28* 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and effective 
relationships with news media. 24* 
76. Presents a positive image of the school by 
participation in community life and activities. 29* 
77. Gains respect and support of the community on 
the conduct of the school operations. 23* 
78. Strives to build effective relationships between 
business, Industry, and the school district. 22* 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal legislators 
in an effort to accomplish legislation for school 
improvement. 27* 
VII. PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
80. Actively participates in professional organizations 
with the express purpose of better serving the 
district and public education. 16* 
81. Strives to keep current on educational trends. 14* 
82. Participates in professional growth activities. 12 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, honesty, and 
integrity in all personal and professional matters. 
84. Earns respect and standing among professional 
colleagues. 
85. Possesses and maintains the health and energy 
necessary to meet the responsibility of the 
position. 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public schools are 
operated for the benefit of the children. 
87. Makes candid observations and inquiries when 
given opportunity to express honest opinion. 
25* 
18* 
24* 
10 
13* 
62 
Table 6. The 10 top items receiving the highest item discrimination 
percent values in rank order from high to low 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
69. Exercises leadership in the development 
and execution of positive school-community 
relations programs. 31 1 
17. Earns respect of professional staff members, 
students, community, and others with whom 
the superintendent works. 29 2 
76. Presents a positive image of the school by 
participation in community life and 
activities. 29 2 
74. Maintains communications with city officials 
and developers to maximize long-range 
planning. 28 4 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal 
legislators in an effort to accomplish 
legislation for school improvement. 27 5 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between the 
board and administrative team. 26 6 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations 
while continuing to function in a pro­
fessional manner. 25 7 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members 
of the Board of Directors, administrative 
team, teachers, students, and parents. 25 7 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, honesty, 
and integrity in all personal and 
professional matters. 25 7 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 24 10 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration, and courtesy. 24 10 
63 
Table 6. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discrimination 
percent Rank 
33. Effectively implements and monitors the 
performance evaluation systems for all 
district personnel. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and cohesive-
ness among all employees. 
68. Establishes and maintains a program of 
public relations to keep the public 
informed about policies, practices, 
goals, problems, and accomplishments 
of the district's schools. 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and 
effective relationships with news media. 
85. Possesses and maintains the health and 
energy necessary to meet the responsibility 
of the position. 
24 
24 
24 
24 
24 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
64 
Table 7. List of non-discriminating items based on item discrimination 
percent for groups of 15 raters in rank order low to high 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
11. Demonstrates fairness and impartiality 
in all personnel matters. 10 87 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and 
attire. 10 87 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and 
understanding of the role of superintendent. 10 87 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, 
Including transportation, maintenance, and 
clerical, necessary to facilitate effective 
student learning. 10 87 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating 
to the district's operations and the state 
and federal laws, rules, and regulations. 10 87 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public schools 
are operated for the benefit of the 
children. 10 87 
53. Administers personnel policies and 
negotiates contract language in a firm 
and impartial manner treating all staff 
fairly. 11 81 
58. Provides accurate projections and 
preparation of the annual budget based 
on the goals and objectives of the board. 11 81 
60. Oversees and administers the safe and 
proper use of district facilities and 
resources. 11 81 
61. Provides for utilization and development 
of appropriate sources of revenue. 11 81 
7. Supports people who are responsible to 
the superintendent. 12 77 
65 
Table 7. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and 
distributes written school board meeting 
agendas and supporting material on a timely 
basis prior to each meeting. 12 77 
44. Treats board members in an unbiased and 
impartial manner. 12 77 
50. Delegates authority consistent with the 
capabilities and positions of personnel. 12 77 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance of 
school records including financial reports, 
personnel records, and official documents 
including the board policy manual. 12 77 
82. Participates in professional growth 
activities. 12 77 
66 
The null hypothesis was not rejected in 32 of the 71 items which had 
the power of discrimination. There was no significant difference in the 
mean values in 32 of the items. The 32 items were placed in rank order in 
Table 8 beginning with the smallest calculated F ratio of 0.06 for item 
number 2, "Demonstrates the initiative and persistence needed to 
accomplish goals and objectives." The largest non-significant F ratio of 
3.01 was reported for item number 8, "Decisions are well-defined, 
objective, timely, and lead to successful and practical results." The 
mean value and number of responding raters were listed by district 
enrollment size strata. There was no significant difference between the 
means of the raters based on district size for the superintendents' 
evaluations on the first 32 items contained in Table 8. 
The null hypothesis was rejected in 39 of the 71 discriminating 
items. There was a significant difference at or beyond the .05 level of 
confidence of the mean values of 39 of the items based on district size. 
In the majority of the 71 items analyzed, there was a significant 
difference between at least two of the groups' mean values. The 39 items 
were listed in Table 8 in rank order by the ANOVA F ratio beginning with a 
significantly large F ratio of 3.16. 
A Duncan Multiple Range Test was conducted on each of the 39 items to 
identify the group means which were significantly different. The mean 
values for the pairs of groups which were identified as having 
significantly different means were underlined. If multiple sets of means 
were identified as having critical differences, then lines or bars appear 
under pairs of appropriate means. For example, item number 49, "Makes 
Table 8. List of 71 discriminating items in rank order by ANOVA F ratio based on district 
enrollment size categories for 15 raters 
District enrollment size 
" 1,000 to 
Item ANOVA <999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and 
persistence needed to accomplish 
goals and objectives. 
48. Maintains clear lines of 
responsibility among staff members. 
31. Directs the recommendation and 
dissemination of the latest develop­
ments in curriculum, materials, and 
instructional technology to meet the 
needs of the students. 
29. Participates with staff, board, and 
community in studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 
.06 
.39 
.46 
.50 
4.30(149) 4.38(133) 4.37(165) 4.37(449) 
4.05(141) 4.07(129) 4.13(157) 4.08(427) 
3.87(141) 3.81(123) 3.91(150) 3.87(414) 
4.05(146) 3.96(131) 4.06(158) 4.03(435) 
27. • Monitors and makes recommendations for 
courses of study and graduation 
requirements in the district. .70 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy 
in reports to the board. .71 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and 
enthusiasm among those in contact 
with the superintendent. .72 
3.92(144) 3.90(115) 4.01(150) 3.95(409) 
4.43(136) 4.54(131) 4.49(158) 4.49(425) 
3.87(149) 3.98(132) 3.99(161) 3.95(442) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm 
toward work. .78 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement 
educational innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which improve the 
educational program. .80 
33. Effectively implements and monitors 
the performance evaluation systems 
for all district personnel. .97 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 1.00 
46. Encourages board members to read 
publications and attend appropriate 
educational inservice meetings. 1.00 
28. Organizes a planned program of 
curriculum evaluation and assessment. 1.02 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns highly 
qualified personnel based on written 
application and job descriptions. 1.03 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and 
articulation of instruction throughout 
the district. 1.05 
District enrollment size 
1999 
mean (N) 
4.48(150) 
3.95(150) 
3.82(142) 
4.01(148) 
4.33(137) 
3.88(147) 
4.08(143) 
3.98(144) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.59(135) 
4.00(126) 
3.97(126) 
4.09(134) 
4.46(131) 
4.00(125) 
4.21(119) 
3.96(124) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.52(165) 
4.09(159) 
3.95(153) 
4.15(162) 
4.37(154) 
4.01(151) 
4.18(146) 
4.09(156) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.53(450) 
4.02(435) 
3.91(421) 
4.09(444) 
4.38(422) 
3.96(423) 
4.15(408) 
4.01(424) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
66. Provides for advanced planning and 
building utilization making 
recommendations on renovations, 
closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 1.23 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize 
staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district 
goals. 1.37 
1. Provides verbal communication which 
is clear, concise, and positive. 1.40 
68. Establishes and maintains a program 
of public relations to keep the 
public informed about policies, 
practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's 
schools. 1.57 
87. Makes candid observations and 
inquiries when given opportunity 
to express honest opinion. 1.59 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy 
to the job. 1.66 
District enrollment 
<999 
mean (N) 
4.27(143) 
4.03(148) 
4.10(150) 
3.95(149) 
4.23(144) 
4.43(150) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.40(129) 
4.20(130) 
4.24(136) 
4.12(132) 
4.31(132) 
4.58(136) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.11(165) 
4.39(162) 
4.52(163) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.06(446) 
4.31(438) 
4.51(449) 
4.40(164) 4.36(436) 
4.12(163) 4.12(441) 
4.33(164) 4.19(450) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, 
practices, and personnel. 1.70 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and providing 
friendly constructive criticism. 1.71 
5. Distinguishes between prime problems 
and trivialities. 1.75 
81. Strives to keep current on educa­
tional trends. 1.84 
25. Provides positive, responsible 
leadership for coordination, 
development, and support of the 
educational program. 1.91 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situa­
tions while continuing to function 
in a professional manner. 2.29 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork 
between the board and administrative 
team. 2.48 
54. Demonstrates positive professional 
relationship with district personnel. 2.54 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
3.90(147) 
3.99(149) 
4.05(150) 
4.36(146) 
4.18(148) 
4.20(149) 
4.06(142) 
4.23(147) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.02(131) 
4.17(135) 
4.16(134) 
4.44(132) 
4.33(135) 
4.19(134) 
4.29(134) 
4.35(130) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.07(157) 
4.12(163) 
4.21(164) 
4.51(158) 
4.35(161) 
4.35(165) 
4.09(164) 
4.43(161) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.00(435) 
4.09(447) 
4.14(448) 
4.44(436) 
4.29(444) 
4.24(448) 
4.14(440) 
4.34(438) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
District enrollment size 
ANOVA <999 
F ratio mean (N) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
52. Recommends to the board economic 
settlement levels for collective 
bargaining and meet-and-confer groups 
which are in the best interest of the 
district. 2.86 4.28(138) 4.49(129) 4.38(164) 4.38(431) 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the 
ultimate responsibility for the 
decision of the district's staff. 2.99 
8. Decisions are well defined, objective, 
timely, and lead to successful and 
practical results- 3.01 
56. Encourages participation of 
appropriate staff members and groups 
in planning procedures and policy 
interpretation. 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and 
advice of appropriate staff. 
4.26(145) 4.33(128) 4.46(160) 4.35(433) 
3.87(149) 4.07(135) 4.03(162) 3.99(446) 
3.16* 4.12(143)3 4.22(128) 4.35(159) 4.23(430) 
3.18* 3.98(137) 4.20(126) 4.19(157) 4.12(420) 
Duncan Range Test results reported by item by use of underlining pairs of significantly 
different means. 
*The critical F value for 2 and 400 degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 3.02. 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
84. Earns respect and standing among 
professional colleagues. 3.32* 
65. Develops and implements plans to 
attain goals which includes progress 
reports to the board. 3.37* 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty, and integrity in all personal 
and professional matters. 3.52* 
39. Provides effective assistance and 
guidance to the board in development 
and maintenance of current board 
policies. 3.62* 
85. Possesses and maintains the health 
and energy necessary to meet the 
responsibility of the position. 3.72* 
36. Serves as an effective leader for 
the administrative team. 3.75* 
19. Adjusts rapidly to change in plans 
and procedures. 4.19* 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
4.24(140) 
4.14(138) 
4.31(145) 
4:30(139) 
4.38(147) 
,4.25(149) 
3.85(148) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.50(125) 
4.35(129) 
4.52(133) 
4.55(128) 
4.48(134) 
4.52(133) 
4.11(131) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.38(159) 
4.35(165) 
4.55(163) 
4.40(161) 
4.60(164) 
4.37(163) 
4.08(154) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.37(424) 
4.28(432) 
4.46(441) 
4.41(427) 
4.49(445) 
4.38(445) 
4.01(433) 
Table 8. Continued 
District enrollment size 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA <999 
F ratio mean (N) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the 
problems that exist at the school 
board level. 
77. Gains respect and support of the 
community on the conduct of the 
school operations. 
17. Earns respect of professional staff 
members, students, community, and 
others with whom the superintendent 
works. 
32. Promotes staff development activities 
appropriate to meet the goals of the 
district and staff. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and 
cohesiveness among all employees. 
6. Demonstrates effective listening 
skills. 
73. Solicits and gives attention to 
problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. 
4.31* 4.22(145) 4.49(132) 4.36(164) 4.35(441) 
4.50* 3.99(149) 4.29(132) 4.24(161) 4.17(442) 
4.58* 3.98(149) 4.39(133) 4.16(164) 4.14(446) 
4.72** 4.04(149) 4.22(130) 4.33(162) 4.20(441) 
4.72** 4.02(146) 4.18(133) 4.34(162) 4.19(441) 
4.84** 3.95(149) 4.19(136) 4.21(164) 4.12(449) 
4.91** 3.77(146) 3.91(131) 4.07(164) 3.92(441) 
**The critical F value for 2 and 400 degrees of freedom at the .01 level is 4.66. 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with 
members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 5.02** 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at 
appropriate times. 5.03** 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration, and courtesy. 5-14** 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions, and general operations of 
the school system. 5.22** 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and 
effective relationships with news 
media. 5.36** 
72. Establishes open communication with 
students, staff, and parents. 5.70** 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures, and actions of the board 
to the public and staff. 5.77* 
22. Shows a willingness to try new 
approaches or methods. 5.90** 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
4.19(150) 
4.01(150) 
3.98(150) 
4.30(142) 
4.04(143) 
3.86(149) 
4.36(146) 
3.99(150) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.50(135) 
4.32(136) 
4.21(136) 
4.58(130) 
4.34(124) 
4.15(133) 
4.62(134) 
4.13(133) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.31(164) 
4.16(165) 
4.29(165) 
4.32(161) 
4.29(161) 
4.18(164) 
4.51(160) 
4.30(160) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.33(449) 
4.16(451) 
4.29(165) 
4.39(433) 
4.22(428) 
4.07(446) 
4.49(440) 
4.14(443) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
45. Strives to create and maintain a 
harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent. 6.03** 
34. Encourages high personal expectations 
in the performance of all personnel 
and s tudents. 6.15** 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist 
the board in the process of planning 
long- and short-range goals. 6.23** 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of 
the budget as provided by board 
policy and accounting procedures. 7.08** 
76. Presents a positive image of the 
school by participation in community 
life and activities. 7.10** 
71. Solicits parent and community input 
and commitment to district goals, 
policies, and programs. 7.60** 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a 
clear, accurate, logical manner. 7.62** 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
4.30(140) 
4.00(145) 
4.17(145) 
4.51(135) 
4.01(147) 
3.82(149) 
4.14(145) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.63(133) 
4.27(131) 
4.48(130) 
4.52(129) 
4.44(133) 
3.98(131) 
4.26(135) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.42(158) 
4.32(160) 
4.43(164) 
4.25(162) 
4.27(157) 
4.22(165) 
4.47(162) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.44(431) 
4.20(436) 
4.36(145) 
4.42(426) 
4.24(437) 
4.02(445) 
4.30(442) 
Table 8. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose 
of better serving the district and 
public education. 8.12** 
40. Offers professional advice to the 
board on all matters requiring board 
action, placing before the board such 
facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. 8.26** 
70. Effectively represents the district 
and its board in its interactions 
with other school systems and 
institutions. 8.70** 
57. Encourages research and creativity 
among employees. 8.91** 
74. Maintains communications with city 
officials and developers to maximize 
long-range planning. 9.99** 
78. Strives to build effective relation­
ships between business, industry, and 
the school district. 11.15** 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
4.13(138) 
4.25(139) 
4.20(148) 
3.81(139) 
3.80(132) 
3.92(144) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.48(130) 
4.64(132) 
4.55(128) 
3.98(124) 
4.26(120) 
4.29(125) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.38(155) 
4.38(162) 
4.46(162) 
4.22(148) 
4.17(154) 
4.35(156) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.33(423) 
4.41(433) 
4.40(438) 
4.01(411) 
4.08(406) 
4.18(425) 
Table 8. Continued 
District enrollment size 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
<999 
mean (N) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
69. Exercises leadership in the develop­
ment and execution of positive 
school-community relations program. 11.46** 3.83(149) 4.24(131) 4.28(164) 4.12(444) 
79. Maintains liaison with state and 
federal legislators in an effort 
to accomplish legislation for 
school improvement. 15.20** 3.86(133) 4.35(126) 4.39(156) 4.20(415) 
78 
decisions with counsel and advice of appropriate staff," reports a 
significant difference in the mean values of the smallest size category 
with both of the larger two enrollment categories. 
The first stratum of district enrollment size (up to 999) had the 
lowest significantly different mean value in 38 of the 39 items reported 
to have a significant variance listed in Table 8. Districts with 
enrollment size up to 999 students had a mean value significantly smaller 
than both of the other two district enrollment groups in 18 items. 
Item number 59, "Effectively monitors the execution of the budget as 
provided by board policy accounting practices," was the only item in which 
the smallest group of districts did not have the smallest significant mean 
value than at least one of size group of districts. The largest size 
district reported the lowest significantly different mean for item number 
59. 
The category of items titled "Working With the Community," items 68 
through 79, accounted for the four largest significant ANOVA F ratios 
based on district size and two of the next six largest F ratios. In 
total, the "Working With the Community" category of items accounted for 
six of the 10 largest, significantly different F ratios based on district 
enrollment size. The Items receiving the largest significantly different 
F ratios for the group of items dealing with "Working With the Community" 
are shown in Table 9. 
Ratings from the smallest district enrollment categories reported a 
significantly smaller mean value than both the other two size categories 
on six of the above items: 79, 69, 78, 74, 70, and 80. The middle 
79 
Table 9. Rank order of items with the largest ANOVA F ratio based 
district enrollment size for 15 raters 
on 
Item 
number Item F ratio Rank 
79. Maintains liaison with the state and federal 
legislators in an effort to accomplish legis­
lation for school improvement. 15.20** 1 
69. Exercises leadership in the development and 
execution of positive school-community 
relations program. 11.46** 2 
78. Strives to build effective relationships 
between business, industry, and the school 
district. 11.15** 3 
74. Maintains communications with city officials 
and developers to maximize long-range planning. 9.99** 4 
57. Encourages research and creativity among 
employees. 8.91** 5 
70. Effectively represents the district and its 
board in its Interactions with other school 
systems and institutions. 8.70** 6 
40. Offers professional advice to the board on 
all matters requiring board action, placing 
before the board such facts and quality 
information as needed to make informed decisions. 8.26** 7 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose of 
better serving the district and public education. 8.12** 8 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 7.62** 9 
71. Solicits parent and ccanmunlty input and commit­
ment to district goals, policies, and programs. 7.60** 10 
**The critical F value for 2 and 400 degrees of freedom at the .01 
level is 4.66. 
80 
district enrollment category, 1,000 to 2,999 students, recorded a 
significantly higher mean value than both the smaller and larger districts 
on "Offers professional advice to the board...," item number 40. The 
largest district size category recorded significantly higher mean values 
than both the two smaller size categories on "Encourages research and 
creativity..." (item 57), "Demonstrates ability to write..." (item 4), and 
"Solicits parent and community input and commitment to district goals..." 
(item 71). 
Research hypothesis 3 
Research null hypothesis 3 stated there would be no significant 
difference between the superintendent's evaluation rating based on rater 
position of board members, superintendent, administrators, and 
knowledgeable others. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated for 
each of the 71 items identified as having the power to discriminate. 
Individual rater responses were classified into one of the four groups. 
The null hypothesis was not rejected in 35 of the items. There were 
no significant differences in the mean values of the four positions of 
raters for the 35 items. The 35 items which were not rejected were listed 
in rank order in Table 10. 
The null hypothesis was rejected in 36 of the 71 discriminating 
items. There was a significant difference in the mean variance between 
positions of raters at a beyond the .05 level of confidence in each item. 
The items were listed in Table 10 beginning with an F ratio of 2.84. 
Thirty-four items listed in Table 10 collected data from the 
administrators' group of raters that was influenced in favor of a higher 
Table 10. List of 71 discriminating items in rank order by ANOVA F ratio based on rater positions 
for groups of 15 raters 
Item 
number Item 
Board 
member 
F ratio mean (N) 
Rater positions 
Superin- Adminis- Rnowledge-
tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
1. Provides verbal communication 
which is clear, concise," and 
positive. .06 4.19(197) 4.25(28) 4.18(157) 4.19(68) 4.19(450) 
32. Promotes staff development 
activities appropriate to meet 
the goals of the district and 
staff. .17 4.21(194) 4.25(28) 4.20(153) 4.14(66) 3.91(421) 
25. Provides positive, responsible 
leadership for coordination, 
development, and support of 
the educational program. 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork 
between the board and adminis­
trative team. 
17 4.28(195) 4.39(28) 4.29(156) 4.28(65) 4.29(444) 
.26 4.12(197) 4.29(28) 4.14(157) 4.16(58) 4.14(440) 
28. Organizes a planned program of 
curriculum evaluation and 
assessment. .36 3.97(189) 4.04(27)' 3.91(142) 4.03(65) 3.96(423) 
35. Demonstrates ability to 
organize staff for smooth and 
efficient operations while 
attaining district goals. .36 4.08(191) 4.25(28) 4.13(156) 4.11(66) 4.12(441) 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
33. Effectively implements and 
monitors the performance 
evaluation systems for all 
district personnel. .37 
48. Maintains clear lines of 
responsibility among staff 
members. .44 
2. Demonstrates the initiative 
and persistence needed to 
accomplish goals and 
objectives. .75 
12. Objectively evaluates 
programs, practices, and 
personnel. .85 
36. Serves as an effective leader 
for the administrative team. .93 
30. Demonstrates the ability to 
implement educational innova­
tions and successful 
curriculum changes which 
improve the educational 
program. .95 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Raowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3.85(177) 4.04(28) 
4.07(183) 4.25(28) 
4.32(197) 4.43(28) 
3.98(187) 4.22(27) 
4.30(194) 4.36(28) 
4.02(192) 4.21(28) 
3.95(153) 
4.07(156) 
4.37(157) 
4.01(155) 
4.45(157) 
3.95(150) 
3.92(63) 
4.08(60) 
4.46(67) 
3.94(66) 
4.42(66) 
4.11(65) 
3.91(421) 
4.08(427) 
4.37(449) 
4.00(435) 
4.36(445) 
4.02(435) 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
5. Distinguishes between prime 
problems and trivialities. .96 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and 
enthusiasm among those in 
contact with the superin­
tendent. .97 
4. Demonstrates ability to write 
in a clear, accurate, logical 
manner. 1.07 
17. Earns respect of professional 
staff members, students, 
community, and others with 
whom the superintendent works. 1.19 
56. Encourages participation of 
appropriate staff members and 
groups in planning procedures 
and policy interpretation. 1.19 
81. Strives to keep current on 
educational trends. 1.20 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.11(197) 
3.88(190) 
4.29(196) 
4.06(195) 
4.16(182) 
4.38(190) 
4.32(28) 
4.18(28) 
4.39(28) 
4.11(27) 
4.32(28) 
4.46(28) 
4.19(155) 
3.99(156) 
4.34(154) 
4.24(157) 
4.31(157) 
4.46(155) 
4.09(68) 
3.96(65) 
4.16(64) 
4.13(67) 
4.21(63) 
4.56(63) 
4.14(448) 
3.95(442) 
4.30(442) 
4.14(446) 
4.23(430) 
4.44(436) 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
8. Decisions are well-defined, 
objective, timely, and lead to 
successful and practical 
results. 1.22 
57. Encourages research and 
creativity among employees. 1.36 
26. Provides a meaningful 
organization and articulation 
of instruction throughout the 
district. 1.37 
49. Makes decisions with counsel 
and advice of appropriate 
staff. 1.40 
27. Monitors and makes recommenda­
tions for courses of study and 
graduation requirements in the 
district. 1.44 
10. Demonstrates patience, under­
standing, consideration, and 
courtesy. 1.59 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3.92(194) 
3.98(171) 
4.09(181) 
4.12(178) 
3.96(183) 
4.07(198) 
4.07(28) 
3.85(27) 
3.86(28) 
4.41(27) 
3.74(27) 
4.36(28) 
4.07(156) 
4.11(152) 
3.93(153) 
4.12(155) 
3.89(138) 
4.23(157) 
3.96(68) 
3.90(61) 
4.06(62) 
4.02(60) 
4.11(61) 
4.21(68) 
3.99(446) 
4.01(411) 
4.01(424) 
4.12(420) 
3.95(409) 
4.16(451) 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
54. Demonstrates positive 
professional relationship 
with district personnel. 1.61 
76. Presents a positive image of 
the school by participation 
in community life and 
activities. 1.66 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept 
the ultimate responsibility 
for the decision of the 
district's staff. 1.68 
52. Recommends to the board 
economic settlement levels for 
collective bargaining and 
meet-and-confer groups which 
are in the best interest of 
the district. 1.75 
31. Directs the recommendation and 
dissemination of the latest 
developments in curriculum, 
materials, and instructional 
technology to meet the needs 
of the students. 1.80 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.29(187) 4.42(28) 
4.15(191) 4.36(28) 
4.28(189) 4.50(28) 
4.03(193) 4.50(28) 
3.87(178) 3.93(28) 
4.43(157) 4.21(66) 4.34(438) 
4.36(150) 4.16(68) 4.24(437) 
4.44(153) 4.30(63) 4.35(433) 
4.46(148) 4.40(62) 4.38(431) 
3.77(146) 4.06(62) 3.87(414) 
Table 10. Continued 
Rater positions 
Item 
number Item 
Board 
member 
F ratio mean (N) 
Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
77. Gains respect and support of 
the ccmmunity on the conduct 
of the school operations. 2.03 4.05(192) 4.52(28) 
84. Earns respect and standing 
among professional colleagues. 2.06 
9. Effectively devotes time and 
energy to the job. 2.21 
29. Participates with staff, board, 
and community in studying and 
developing curriculum 
improvements. 2.31 
22. Shows a willingness to try new 
approaches or methods. 2.32 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm 
toward work. 2.84* 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and provides 
friendly constructive 
criticism. 3.06* 
4.27(182) 4.50(28) 
4.42(197) 4.71(28) 
4.07(191) 4.19(27) 
4.04(194) 4.25(28) 
4.43(198) 4.54(28) 
4.29(154) 
4.48(153) 
4.56(156) 
3.88(151) 
4.26(155) 
4.56(157) 
4.18(68) 
4.30(61) 
4.56(68) 
4.10(66) 
4.14(66) 
4.72(67) 
4.17(442) 
4.37(424) 
4.51(449) 
4.03(435) 
4.14(443) 
4.53(450) 
3.97(194) 4.43(28) 4.15(157) 4.16(68) 4.09(447) 
*The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom is 2.62 at the .05 level of confidence. 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
34. Encourages high personal 
expectations in the 
performance of all personnel 
and s tudents. 2.75* 
83. Maintains high standards of 
ethics, honesty, and integrity 
in all personal and pro­
fessional matters. 2.87* 
64. Provides leadership skills to 
assist the board in the 
process of planning long- and 
short-range goals. 2.94* 
6. Demonstrates effective listen­
ing skills. 3.15* 
74. Maintains communications with 
city officials and developers 
to maximize long-rang 
planning. 3.15* 
75. Strives to develop cooperative 
and effective relationships 
with news media. 3.22* 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.07(187) 
4.35(192 •) 
4.26(196) 
3.99(198) 
3.95(179) 
4.10(188) 
4.32(28) 
4.68(28) 
4.12(28) 
4.29(28) 
4.07(28) 
4.50(28) 
4.32(156) 
4.58(156) 
4.50(155) 
4.21(156) 
4.25(143) 
4.32(151) 
4.22(65) 
4.42(65) 
4.40(60) 
4.21(67) 
4.04(156) 
4.21(61) 
4.20(436) 
4.46(441) 
4.36(439) 
4.12(449) 
4.08(406) 
4.22(428) 
Table 10. Continued 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
Item member tendent trator able other Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
19. Adjusts rapidly to change 
in plans and procedures. 3.38* 3.88(190) 4.18(28) 4.16(149) 3.98(66) 4.01(433) 
65. Develops and implements plans 
to attain goals which include 
progress reports to the board. 3.47* 
59. Effectively monitors the 
execution of the budget as 
provided by board policy and 
accounting procedures. 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns 
highly qualified personnel 
based on written application 
and job descriptions. 
46. Encourages board members to 
read publications and attend 
appropriate educational in-
service meetings. 
71. Solicits parent and community 
input and commitment to 
district goals, policies, and 
programs. 
4.16(197) 4.29(28) 4.42(153) 4.33(54) 4.28(432) 
3.58* 4.35(192) 4.61(28) 4.38(152) 4.67(54) 4.42(426) 
3.66* 4.01(173) 4.36(28) 4.27(147) 4.20(60) 4.15(408) 
3.92** 4.27(197) 4.21(28) 4.51(144) 4.53(53) 4.39(422) 
4.00** 3.87(195) 4.00(28) 4.21(156) 3.98(66) 4.02(445) 
**The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom is 3.83 at the .01 level of confidence. 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
78. Strives to build effective 
relationships between 
business, industry, and the 
school district. 4.13** 
68. Establishes and maintains a 
program of public relations to 
keep the public informed about 
policies, practices, goals, 
problems, and accomplishments 
of the district's schools. 4.17** 
23. Functions effectively under 
pressure. 4.33** 
24. Demonstrates an understanding 
of the problems that exist at 
the school board level. 4.56** 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor 
at appropriate times. 4.66** 
43. Demonstrates promptness and 
accuracy in reports to the 
board. 4.66* 
Rater positions 
Knowledge-
able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) 
Board 
member 
mean (N) 
4.05(188) 
3.99(194) 
3.93(194') 
4.22(198) 
4.01(198) 
4.34(195) 
Superin­
tendent 
mean (N) 
4.18(28) 
4.11(28) 
4.18(28) 
4.50(28) 
4.21(28) 
4.60(28) 
Adminis­
trator 
mean (N) 
4.38(145) 
4.24(156) 
4.25(155) 
4.51(153) 
4.33(157) 
4.60(150) 
4.13(64) 
4.12(68) 
4.13(67) 
4.34(62) 
4.16(68) 
4,63(52) 
4.18(425) 
4.06(446) 
4.09(444) 
4.35(441) 
4.16(451) 
4.49(425) 
Table 10. Continued 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
Item member tendent trator able other Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
66. Provides for advanced planning 
and building utilization 
making recommendations on 
renovations, closings, 
construction, and attendance 
boundaries. 
45. Strives to create and maintain 
a harmonious and trustworthy 
working relationship between 
and among board members and 
superintendent. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work 
with members of the Board of 
Directors, administrative 
team, teachers, students, and 
parents. 
80. Actively participates in 
professional organizations 
with the express purpose of 
better serving the district 
and public education. 
4.69** 4.20(190) 4.57(28) 4.47(155) 4.46(63) 4.36(436) 
4.79** 4.29(195) 4.57(28) 4.60(151) 4.53(57) 4.45(431) 
5.01** 4.17(197) 4.60(28) 4.44(156) 4.41(68) 4.33(449) 
5.05** 4.19(186) 4.54(28) 4.49(148) 4.28(61) 4.33(423) 
Table 10. Continued 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
Item member tendent trator able other Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
69. Exercises leadership in the 
development and execution of 
positive school-community 
relations program. 
42. Supports and implements 
policies, procedures, and 
actions of the board to the 
public and staff. 
79. Maintains liaison with state 
and federal legislators in an 
effort to accomplish legisla­
tion for school improvement. 
39. Provides effective assistance 
and guidance to the board in 
development and maintenance of 
current board policies. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale 
and cohesiveness among all 
employees. 
3. Maintains poise in stressful 
situations while continuing to 
function in a professional 
manner. 
5.08** 3.95(193) 4.29(28) 
5.28** 4.26(194) 4.57(28) 
5.37** 4.03(18») 4.23(28) 
5.38** 4.26(197) 4.36(28) 
5.45** 4.07(189) 4.68(28) 
5.69** 4.06(195) 4.43(28) 
4.32(156) 4.06(67) 4.12(444) 
4.62(156) 4.56(62) 4.49(440) 
4.42(146) 4.27(55) 4.21(415) 
4.56(148) 4.57(54) 4.41(427) 
4.31(157) 4.01(67) 4.19(441) 
4.41(157) 4.26(68) 4.24(448) 
Table 10. Continued 
Item 
number Item F ratio 
87. Makes candid observations and 
inquiries when given oppor­
tunity to express honest 
opinion. 5.70** 
70. Effectively represents the 
district and its board in its 
interactions with other school 
systems and institutions. 
38. Keeps the board informed on 
problems, solutions, and 
general operations of the 
school system. 
40. Offers professional advice to 
the board on all matters 
requiring board action, plac­
ing before the board such 
facts and quality information 
as needed to make informed 
decisions. 
72. Establishes open communication 
with students, staff, and 
parents. 8.96** 
6.25** 
6.46** 
7.35** 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
member tendent trator able other Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.15(195') 
4.27(192) 
4.21(198) 
4.22(198) 
3.32(194) 
4.57(28) 
4.57(28) 
4.54(28) 
4.54(28) 
4.36(28) 
4.41(154) 
4.58(153) 
4.56(148) 
4.61(152) 
4.29(157) 
4.48(61) 
4.28(65) 
4.53(59) 
4.53(55) 
4.10(67) 
4.31(438) 
4.40(438) 
4.39(433) 
4.42(433) 
4.07(446) 
Table 10. Continued 
Rater positions 
Board Superin- Adminis- Knowledge-
Item member tendent trator able other Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
73. Solicits and gives attention 
to problems and opinions of 
all groups and individuals. 9.00** 3.71(192) 4.07(28) 4.17(156) 3.89(65) 3.92(441) 
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rating for the superintendent than the board members' ratings as a group. 
I 
The administrators' group ratings were identified as being significantly 
different from the other positions in 34 of the 35 items in which the null 
hypothesis was rejected. Only in items number 13, "Demonstrates courage 
in making recommendations and providing friendly constructive criticism," 
and number 18, "Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work," were the 
differences accounted for by positions of raters other than 
administrators. 
The Duncan Multiple Range Test was computed to identify means of 
significantly different values. The significantly different mean values 
were identified in the table by means of underlines. 
In 11 of the 36 items, the position of the superintendents' group 
mean was significantly different than the mean of the board members' based 
on results from Duncan Multiple Range Test. The items were listed in 
Table 11 in rank order based on the ANOVA F ratio for all responses in the 
research study using all 451 survey forms. 
All 11 items listed in Table 11 elicited significantly higher ratings 
from the superintendents' group than from the school board members' group. 
In the remaining 25 items which rejected the null hypotheses, the 
superintendents' group ratings were not significantly different from those 
of the board members. 
The group of "knowledgeable others," consisting of citizens, retired 
board members, teachers, and others, recorded significantly different 
group means than board members on 12 of the discriminating items of 
superintendent evaluation reported in Table 12. Seven of the items listed 
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Table 11. List of discriminating items in which the board members' group 
means were significantly different than the superintendents' 
group means in rank order by F ratio 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Board 
member 
mean (N) 
Superin­
tendent 
mean (N) 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and providing 
friendly constructive criticism. 3.06* 3.97(194) 4.43(28) 
75. Strives to develop cooperative 
and effective relationships with 
news media. 3.22* 4.10(188) 4.50(28) 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns 
highly qualified personnel based 
on written application and job 
descriptions. 3.66* 4.01(173) 4.36(28) 
66. Provides for advanced planning and 
building utilization making 
recommendations on renovations. 
closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 4.69** 4.20(190) 4.57(28) 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with 
members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 5.01** 4.17(197) 4.61(28) 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express 
purpose of better serving the 
district and public education. 5.05** 4.19(186) 4.54(28) 
54. Demonstrates positive professional 
relationship with district 
personnel. 5.45** 4.29(187) 4.42(28) 
*The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom is 2.62 at the 
.05 level of confidence. 
**The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom is 3.83 at the 
.01 level of confidence. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Board 
member 
mean (N) 
Superin­
tendent 
mean (N) 
3. Maintains poise in stressful 
situations while continuing to 
function in a professional manner. 5.59** 4.06(195) 4.43(28) 
87. Makes candid observations and 
inquiries when given opportunity 
to express honest opinion. 5.70** 4.15(195) 4.57(28) 
72. Establishes open communication 
with students, staff, and parents. 8.96** 3.82(194) 4.36(28) 
73. Solicits and gives attention to 
problems and opinions of all 
groups and individuals. 9.00** 3.71(192) 4.07(28) 
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Table 12. List of discriminating items in which the board members' group 
means were significantly smaller than the knowledge others' 
group means in rank order by F ratio 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Board 
member 
mean (N) 
Knowledge­
able other 
mean (N) 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm 
toward work. 2.84* 4.43(198) 4.72(67) 
46. Encourages board members to read 
publications and attend appropriate 
educational inservice meetings. 3.92** 4.27(197) 4.53(53) 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy 
in reports to the board. 4.66** 4.34(195) 4.63(52) 
66. Provides for advanced planning and 
building utilization making 
recommendations on renovations, 
closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures, and actions of the 
board to the public and staff. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with 
members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures, and actions of the 
iioard to the public and staff. 
39. Provides effective assistance and 
guidance to the board in. develop­
ment and maintenance of current 
board policies. 
4.69** 4.20(190) 4.46(63) 
4.79** 4.29(195) 4.53(57) 
5.01** 4.17(197) 4.41(68) 
5.28** 4.36(194) 4.56(62) 
5.38** 4.26(197) 4.57(54) 
*The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom at the .05 
level of confidence is 2.62. 
**The critical F value for 3 and 400 degrees of freedom at the .01 
level of confidence is 3.83. 
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Table 12. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Board 
member 
mean (N) 
Knowledge­
able other 
mean (N) 
CO
 
Makes candid observations and 
inquiries when given opportunity 
to express honest opinion. 5.70** 4.15(195) 4.48(61) 
38. Keeps the board informed on 
problems, solutions, and general 
operations of the school system. 6.46** 4.21(198) 4.53(59) 
40. Offers professional advice to the 
board on all matters requiring 
board action, placing before the 
board such facts and quality 
information as needed to make 
Informed decisions. 7.35** 4.22(198) 4.53(55) 
72. Establishes open communication 
with students, staff, and parents. 8.96** 3.82(194) 4.10(67) 
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in Table 12, items 38 through 46, all address the issue of "Working With 
the Board." The "knowledgeable others" group of raters evaluated the 
superintendents' performance higher on all seven discriminating evaluation 
items than did the board members' group. 
Although the null hypothesis which stated there would be no 
significant difference between the superintendents' evaluation rating 
based on rater position was rejected for 36 items, the "knowledgeable 
others'" ratings were identified as being significantly different than the 
board members' group in only 12, or one-third, of the items. The 
remaining 24 items, which statistically were identified as having mean 
ratings from one or more pairs of positions which were significantly 
different (rejecting the null hypothesis), did not involve a difference 
between the board members' ratings and the "knowledgeable others'" 
ratings. 
Nearly all of the differences between positions involved differences 
between the board members' group and one or more other positions. Four 
items recorded evaluation ratings on the superintendent in which at least 
two positions other than the board members' position had significantly 
different means in addition to at least one pair of differences between 
the board members and one other position. Item number 55, "Seeks to 
foster high morale and cohesiveness among all employees," recorded 
significantly different means between five different pairs of positions. 
The superintendents' group mean was significantly higher than each of the 
three positions of board members, administrators, and knowledgeable others 
in item 55. Knowledgeable others recorded significantly higher means than 
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the administrators' group in items number 59, "Effectively monitors the 
execution of the budget as provided by board policy and accounting 
procedures," and number 73, "Solicits and gives attention to problems and 
opinions of all groups and individuals." Administrators recorded a 
significantly higher mean than the knowledgeable others' group ratings on 
item number 70, "Effectively represents the district and its board in its 
interactions with other school systems and institutions." 
Research hypothesis 4 
The fourth null hypothesis stated there will be no significant 
difference between the superintendents' evaluation ratings based on the 
relative philosophic cohesion of the board. This hypothesis was tested 
only on the seven board member groups in Part II of this study. 
Item Discrimination Questionnaire - Part II 
Part II of the Item Discrimination Questionnaire reports the findings 
to the research hypothesis based on data from 23 groups of seven board 
member raters. Part I reported the findings based on data from 30 groups 
of 15 raters. 
Research hypothesis 1 
Research hypothesis 1 stated there will be no significant difference 
in the discriminating power of the items on the superintendent evaluation 
questionnaire. The Menne-Tolsma (55) methodology of determining the 
discrimination index was applied to the responses of the seven board 
members. 
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The total number of board member raters' responses included in the 
test was 161 from 23 districts. See Table 4. 
The null hypothesis was rejected in 51 of the items based on the 
responses of all seven board members in 23 groups. Each of the 51 items 
met or exceeded the between-group sum of squares of 28 percent of the 
total sum of squares. Therefore, 51 of the 87 items on the questionnaire 
did measure a difference between the superintendents evaluated based on 
groups of seven raters for each superintendent. The items with the power 
to discriminate in a group of seven raters were included in Table 13. The 
percent values equal to or exceeding 28 percent for each of the 51 items 
having the power to discriminate are marked by an asterisk (*). 
A Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient was calculated to determine 
the internal consistency of items with a discrimination value equal to or 
greater than 28 percent. The calculated Cronbach Alpha Reliability 
Coefficient was .986. 
The percent values of all discriminating items based on the responses 
from seven raters, ranged from a high of 53 percent to a low of 10 
percent. The 10 items receiving the highest item discrimination percent 
value based on seven raters were reported in Table 14. 
The application of the Menne-Tolsma formula, based on groups of seven 
board members, resulted in 36 items which did not have the power to 
discriminate. The items which received the lowest, smallest percent 
factor for item discrimination were listed in Table 15. 
All of the 51 items identified as having the power to discriminate 
for a group of seven board members (in which the null hypothesis was 
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Table 13. Item discrimination power of superintendent evaluation items 
based on groups of seven raters 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Provides verbal communication which is clear, 
concise, and positive. 30* 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and persistence 
needed to accomplish goals and objectives. 29* 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations while 
continuing to function in a professional manner. 40* 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 34* 
5. Distinguishes between prime problems and 
trivialities. 25 
6. Demonstrates effective listening skills. 27 
7. Supports people who are responsible to the 
superintendent. 20 
8. Decisions are well-defined, objective, timely, 
and lead to successful and practical results. 28* 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy to the job. 30* 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, considera­
tion, and courtesy. 42* 
II. Demonstrates fairness and Impartiality in all 
personnel matters. 21 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, practices, 
and personnel. 32* 
*Indlcates items that discriminate at the .05 level of significance. 
The significant level was 28 percent or more for groups of seven raters. 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
Item 
discriminât ion 
in percent 
13. Demonstrates courage in making recommendations 
and providing friendly constructive criticism. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members of the 
Board of Directors, administrative team, teachers, 
s tudent s, and parent s. 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and enthusiasm among 
those in contact with the superintendent. 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at appropriate times. 
17. Earns respect of professional staff members, 
students, community, and others with whom the 
superintendent works. 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work. 
19. Adjusts rapidly to change in plans and procedures. 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and attire. 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and understanding 
of the role of superintendent. 
22. Shows a willingness to try new approaches or 
methods. 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the problems 
that exist at the school board level. 
II. IMPROVING THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
25. Provides positive, responsible leadership for 
coordination, development, and support of the 
educational program. 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and articulation 
of instruction throughout the district. 
29* 
39* 
33* 
25 
44* 
31* 
27 
20 
26 
35* 
34* 
20 
35* 
26 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for courses of 
study and graduation requirements In the district. 31* 
28. Organizes a planned program of curriculum evalua­
tion and assessment. 35* 
29. Participates with staff, board, and community in 
studying and developing curriculum Improvements. 30* 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement educational 
innovations and successful curriculum changes 
which Improve the educational program. 33* 
31. Directs the recommendation and dissemination of 
the latest developments In curriculum, materials, 
and instructional technology to meet the needs 
of the students. 26 
32. Promotes staff development activities appropriate 
to meet the goals of the district and staff. 35* 
33. Effectively implements and monitors the performance 
evaluation systems for all district personnel. 42* 
34. Encourages high personal expectations in the 
performance of all personnel and students. 42* 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize staff for smooth 
and efficient operations while attaining district 
goals. 33* 
36. Serves as an effective leader for the administrative 
team. 32* 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between the board 
and administrative team. 39* 
III. WORKING WITH THE BOARD 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, solutions, 
and general operations of the school system. ^  39* 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
39. Provides effective assistance and guidance to the 
board in development and maintenance of current 
board policies. 26 
40. Offers professional advice to the board on all 
matters requiring board action, placing before 
the board such facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. 29* 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and distributes 
written school board meeting agendas and supporting 
material on a timely basis prior to each meeting. 20 
42. Supports and implements policies, procedures, and 
actions of the board to the public and staff. 26 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in reports 
to the board. 20 
44. Treats board members in an unbiased and impartial 
manner. 27 
45. Strives to create and maintain a harmonious and 
trustworthy working relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent. 33* 
46. Encourages board members to read publications and 
attend appropriate educational inservice meetings. 24 
IV. DEVELOPING STAFF PERSONNEL 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns highly qualified 
personnel based on written application and job 
descriptions. 26 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility among 
staff members. 24 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and advice of 
appropriate staff. 30* 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
50. Delegates authority consistent with the 
capabilities and positions of personnel. 24 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the ultimate 
responsibility for the decision of the 
district's staff. 26 
52. Recommends to the board economic settlement 
levels for collective bargaining and meet-and-
confer groups which are in the best interest 
of the district. 19 
53. Administers personnel policies and negotiates 
contract language in a firm and impartial 
manner treating all staff fairly. 24 
54. Demonstrates positive professional relationship 
with district personnel. 29* 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and cohesiveness 
among all employees. 40* 
1 
56. Encourages participation of appropriate staff 
members and groups in planning procedures 
and policy interpretation. 30* 
57. Encourages research and creativity among 
employees. 33* 
V. MANAGING OPERATIONS 
58. Provides accurate projections and preparation 
of the annual budget based on the goals and 
objectives of the board. 15 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of the 
budget as provided by board policy and 
accounting procedures. 15 
60. Oversees and administers the safe and proper 
use of district facilities and resources. 10 
106 
Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
61. Provides for utilization and development of 
appropriate sources of revenue. 16 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance of 
school records including financial reports, 
personnel records, and official documents 
including the board policy manual. 20 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, 
including transportation, maintenance, and 
clerical, necessary to facilitate effective 
student learning. 15 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist the board 
in the process of planning long- and short-range 
goals. 29* 
65. Develops and implements plans to attain goals 
which include progress reports to the board. 27 
66. Provides for advanced planning and building 
utilization making recommendations on 
renovations, closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 19 
VI. WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating 
to the district's operations and the state 
and federal laws, rules, and regulations. 24 
68. Establishes and maintains a program of public 
relations to keep the public informed about 
policies, practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's schools. 30* 
69. Exercises leadership in the development and 
execution of positive school-community relations 
program. 53* 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
70. Effectively represents the district and its 
board in its interactions with other school 
systems and institutions. 27 
71. Solicits parent and community input and 
commitment to district goals, policies, and 
programs. 34* 
72. Establishes open communication with students, 
staff, and parents. 39* 
73. Solicits and gives attention to problems and 
opinions of all groups and individuals. 32* 
74. Maintains communications with city officials 
and developers to maximize long-range planning. 36* 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and effective 
relationships with news media. 33* 
76. Presents a positive image of the school by 
participation in community life and activities. 36* 
77. Gains respect and support of the community on 
the conduct of the school operations. 32* 
78. Strives to build effective relationships between 
business, industry, and the school district. 36* 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal legislators 
in an effort to accomplish legislation for school 
improvement. 40* 
VII. PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
80. Actively participates in professional organizations 
with the express purpose of better serving the 
district and public education. 33* 
81. Strives to keep current on educational trends. 30* 
82. Participates in professional growth activities. 26 
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Table 13. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, honesty, and 
integrity in all personal and professional matters. 39* 
84. Earns respect and standing among professional 
colleagues. 37* 
85. Possesses and maintains the health and energy 
necessary to meet the responsibility of the 
position. 32* 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public schools are 
operated for the benefit of the children. 23 
87. Makes candid observations and inquiries when 
given opportunity to express honest opinion. 26 
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Table 14. The top 10 items receiving the highest item discrimination 
percent value based on groups of seven raters 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
69. Exercises leadership in the development 
and execution of positive school-community 
relations programs. 53 1 
17. Earns respect of professional staff members, 
students, community, and others with whom 
the superintendent works. 44 2 
33. Effectively implements and monitors the 
performance evaluation systems for all 
district personnel. 42 3 
34. Encourages high personal expectations in 
the performance of all personnel and 
students. 42 3 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures, and actions of the board 
to the public and staff. 42 3 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations 
while continuing to function in a 
professional manner. 40 6 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and 
cohesiveness among all employees. 40 6 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal 
legislators in an effort to accomplish 
legislation for school improvement. 40 6 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members 
of the Board of Directors, administrative 
team, teachers, students, and parents. 39 9 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between 
the board and administrative team. 39 9 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions, and general operations of 
the school system. 39 9 
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Table 14. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
72. Establishes open communication with 
students, staff, and parents. 39 9 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty, and integrity in all personal 
and professional matters. 39 9 
111a 
Table 15. List of non-discriminating items based on item discriminating 
percent for groups of seven raters in rank order low to high 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
60. Oversees and administers the safe and 
proper use of district facilities and 
resources. 10 87 
58. Provides accurate projections and 
preparation of the annual budget based 
on the goals and objectives of the board. 15 86 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of the 
budget as provided by board policy and 
accounting procedures. 15 86 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, 
including transportation, maintenance, and 
clerical, necessary to facilitate effective 
student learning. 15 86 
61. Provides for utilization and development 
of appropriate sources of revenue. 16 83 
52. Recommends to the board economic settlement 
levels for collective bargaining and meet-
and-confer groups which are in the best 
interest of the district. 19 82 
66. Provides for advanced planning and building 
utilization making recommendations on 
renovations, closings, construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 19 82 
7. Supports people who are responsible to the 
superintendent. 20 80 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and 
attire. 20 80 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the 
problems that exist at the school board 
level. 20 80 
Table 15. Continued 
111b 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and distributes 
written school board meeting agendas and 
supporting material on a timely basis prior 
to each meeting. 20 80 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in 
reports to the board. 20 80 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance of 
school records including financial reports, 
personnel records, and official documents 
including the board policy manual. 20 80 
11. Demonstrates fairness and impartiality in 
all personnel matters. 21 74 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public 
schools are operated for the benefit of 
the children. 23 73 
46. Encourages board members to read publica­
tions and attend appropriate educational 
in-service meetings. 24 72 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility 
among staff members. 24 72 
50. Delegates authority consistent with the 
capabilities and positions of personnel. 24 72 
53. Administers personnel policies and negotiated 
contract language in a firm and impartial 
manner treating all staff fairly. 24 72 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating 
to the district's operations and the state 
and federal laws, rules, and regulations. 24 72 
5 . Distinguishes between prime problems and 
trivialities. ' 25 67 
112a 
Table 15. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at appropriate 
times. 25 67 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and under­
standing of the role of superintendent. 26 65 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and 
articulation of instruction throughout 
the district. 26 65 
31. Directs the recommendation and dissemination 
of the latest developments in curriculum, 
materials, and instructional technology to 
meet the needs of the students. 26 65 
39. Provides effective assistance and guidance 
to the board in development and maintenance 
of current board policies. 26 65 
42. Supports and Implements policies, procedures, 
and actions of the board to the public and 
staff. 26 65 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns highly qualified 
personnel based on written application and 
job descriptions. 26 65 
87. Makes candid observations and inquiries when 
given opportunity to express honest opinion. 26 65 
82. Participates in professional growth activities. 26 65 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the ultimate 
responsibility for the decision of the 
district's staff. 26 65 
6. Demonstrates effective listening skills. 27 56 
19. Adjusts rapidly to changes in plans and 
procedures. 27 56 
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Table 15. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent Rank 
44. Treats all board members in an unbiased 
and impartial manner. 27 56 
65. Develops and implements plans to attain 
goals which include progress reports to 
the board. 27 56 
70. Effectively represents the district and 
its board in its interactions with other 
school systems and institutions. 27 56 
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rejected) were included as items which had the power to discriminate in 
the analysis of 15 raters. In all 51 items, the null hypothesis was 
rejected in both the 15 and seven rater groups. In both tests, item 
number 69, "Exercises leadership in the development and execution of 
positive school-community relations program," received the highest percent 
of between group sum of squares compared to the items' total sum of 
squares for both tests of 15 rater and seven rater groups. See Tables 6 
and 14. 
Research hypothesis 2 
Research null hypothesis 2 stated there would be no significant 
difference between the superintendent's evaluation ratings based on the 
enrollment size of the district. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
calculated for each of the 51 discriminating evaluation items as 
identified by groups of seven board member raters. Individual rater 
responses were divided into one of three strata of <999, 1,000 to 2,999, 
and greater than or equal to 3,000 students based on 1986-87 enrollment 
data. 
The null hypothesis was not rejected in 20 of the 51 items. There 
was no significant difference in variance of means between the size of 
districts and the evaluation rating of the superintendent by board members 
on 20 of the items which have the power to discriminate. The 20 items 
were listed in Table 16 in rank order beginning with the item receiving 
the smallest ANOVA F ratio. 
The null hypothesis was rejected in 31 of the items which contained 
significant variance in the mean value of the groups of seven board member 
Table 16. List of 51 discriminating items in rank order by ANOVA F ratio based on district 
enrollment size categories for seven raters 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
Item ANOVA <999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situa­
tions while continuing to function in 
a professional manner. .69 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. .98 
73. Solicits and gives attention to 
problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. 1.09 
29. Participates with staff, board, and 
community in studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 1.21 
54. Demonstrates positive professional 
relationship with district personnel. 1.24 
68. Establishes and maintains a program 
of public relations to keep the 
public informed about policies, 
practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's 
schools. 1.45 
3.89(55) 4.06(47) 4.07(56) 4.01(158) 
3.75(55) 4.00(48) 3.85(54) 3.86(157) 
3.47(55) 3.67(45) 3.73(55) .3.62(155) 
3.89(54) 4.02(48) 4.17(54) 4.03(156) 
4.09(53) 4.30(46) 4.34(53) 4.24(152) 
3.62(55) 3.91(46) 3.91(56) 3.81(157) 
Table 16. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize 
staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district 
goals. 1.46 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for 
courses of study and graduation 
requirements in the district. 1.82 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration, and courtesy. 1.87 
8. Decisions are well-defined, objective, 
timely, and lead to successful and 
practical results. 1.93 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and 
persistence needed to accomplish 
goals and objectives. 2.20 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and 
enthusiasm among those in contact 
with the superintendent. 2.32 
84. Earns respect and standing among 
professional colleagues. 2.38 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
<999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3.85(54) 
3.78(54) 
3.80(56) 
3.65(55) 
4.07(56) 
3.58(55) 
4.00(51) 
4.13(46) 
3.80(46) 
4.12(49) 
3.92(48) 
4.29(48) 
4.02(46) 
4.41(41) 
4.05(55) 
4.08(52) 
4.07(56) 
3.89(55) 
4.36(56) 
3.80(54) 
4.15(54) 
4.01(155) 
3.89(152) 
3.99(161) 
3.82(158) 
4.24(160) 
3.79(155) 
4.17(146) 
Table 16. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
85. Possesses and maintains the health 
and energy necessary to meet the 
responsibility of the position. 2.39 
28. Organizes a planned program of 
curriculum evaluation and assessment. 2.40 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with 
members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 2.44 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm 
toward work. 2.68 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and 
cohesiveness among all employees. 2.79 
17. Earns respect of professional staff 
members, students, community, and 
others with whom the superintendent 
works. 3.01 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty, and integrity in all personal 
and professional matters. 3.04 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
<999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.16(55) 
3.67(54) 
3.88(56) 
4.18(56) 
3.73(52) 
3.79(56) 
4.00(53) 
4.44(48) 
3.96(45) 
4.24(49) 
4.47(49) 
4.11(47) 
4.23(47) 
4.40(48) 
4.44(55) 
4.02(54) 
4.16(56) 
4.50(56) 
4.15(54) 
4.02(55) 
4.42(55) 
4.34(158) 
3.88(153) 
4.09(161) 
4.38(161) 
3.99(153) 
4.00(158) 
4.27(156) 
Table 16. Continued 
Item 
number Item 
56. Encourages participation of 
appropriate staff members and groups 
in planning procedures and policy 
interpretation. 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy 
to the job. 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and providing 
friendly constructive criticism. 
76. Presents a positive image of the 
school by participation in community 
life and activities. 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork 
between the board and administrative 
team. 
25. Provides positive, responsible 
leadership for coordination, 
development, and support of the 
educational program. 
*Critical F value for 2 and 150 degree 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
ANOVA £999 2,999 ^3,000 Grand 
F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3.11* 3.82(50) 4.16(45) 4.25(52) 4.07(147) 
3.25* 4.14(56) 4.39(49) 4.50(56) 4.34(161) 
3.37* 3.62(55) 4.06(48) 3.98(55) 3.88(158) 
3.38* 3.83(54) 4.33(48) 4.20(55) 4.11(157) 
3.42* 3.75(56) 4.27(49) 4.04(56) 4.01(161) 
3.43* 3.96(56) 4.29(49) 4.37(54) 4.20(159) 
of freedom at the .05 level is 3.06. 
Table 16. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
77. Gains respect and support of the 
community on the conduct of the 
school operations. 3.48* 
72. Establishes open communication with 
students, staff, and parents. 3.75* 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, 
practices, and personnel. 3.79* 
45. Strives to create and maintain a 
harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent. 4.06* 
81. Strives to keep current on educa­
tional trends. 4.13* 
36. Serves as an effective leader for 
the administrative team. 4.16* 
22. Shows a willingness to try new 
approaches or methods. 4.74* 
District enrollment size 
<999 
mean (N) 
3.67(55) 
3.44(55) 
3.64(53-) 
3.96(56) 
4.11(56) 
3.95(56) 
3.64(56) 
1,000 to 
2,999 
mean (N) 
4.13(46) 
3.87(47) 
3.98(47) 
4.51(49) 
4.40(47) 
4.47(47) 
4.06(49) 
>3,000 
mean (N) 
4.09(55) 
3.91(55) 
4.04(51) 
4.20(55) 
4.50(52) 
4.25(55) 
4.11(54) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
3.96(156) 
3.73(157) 
3.88(151) 
4.21(160) 
4.33(155) 
4.21(158) 
3.93(159) 
Table 16. Continued 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
Item AHOVA <999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement 
educational innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which improve the 
educational program. 
1. Provides verbal communication which 
is clear, concise, and positive. 
4,85** 3.61(56) 4.04(47) 4.11(53) 3.91(156) 
4.91** 3.91(56) 4.39(49) 4.16(55) 4.14(160) 
78. Strives to build effective relation­
ships between business, industry, and 
the school district. 
33. Effectively implements and monitors 
the performance evaluation systems 
for all district personnel. 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist 
the board in the process of planning 
long- and short-range goals. 
74. Maintains communications with city 
officials and developers to maximize 
long-range planning. 
5.33** 3.69(55) 4.00(44) 4.26(54) 3.98(153) 
5.61** 3.35(51) 3.95(51) 3.91(47) 3.73(142) 
5.70** 3.88(56) 4.40(48) 4.32(56) 4.19(160) 
5.73** 3.52(52) 4.02(42) 4.12(52) 3.88(146) 
**Critlcal F value for 2 and 150 degrees of freedom at the .01 level is 4.75. 
Table 16. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
32. Promotes staff development activities 
appropriate to meet the goals of the 
district and staff. 5.93** 
71. Solicits parent and community input 
and commitment to district goals, 
policies, and programs. 6.39** 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose 
of better serving the district and 
public education. 6.43** 
57. Encourages research and creativity 
among employees. 6.61** 
69. Exercises leadership in the develop­
ment and execution of positive 
school-community relations program. 6.96** 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions, and general operations of 
the school system. 6.99** 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to ' 
<999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
3.85(55) 4.17(47) 4.38(55) 4.13(157) 
3.52(56) 3.73(46) 4.18(56) 3.82(158) 
3.82(51) 4.38(45) 4.24(55) 4.14(151) 
3.54(48) 4.00(43) 4.20(45) 3.90(136) 
3.47(55) 4.07(46) 4.13(55) 3.88(156) 
3.88(56) 4.55(49) 4.02(56) 4.13(161) 
to 
O 
Table 16. Continued 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
Item ANOVA <999 2,999 >3,000 Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
40. Offers professional advice to the 
board on all matters requiring board 
action, placing before the board such 
facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and 
effective relationships with news 
media. 
79. Maintains liaison with state and 
federal legislators in an effort 
to accomplish legislation for 
school improvement. 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and 
advice of appropriate staff. 
34. Encourages high personal expectations 
in the performance of all personnel 
and students. 
7.02** 3.82(56) 4.53(49) 4.16(56) 4.16(161) 
7.24** 3.74(54) 4.36(47) 4.13(54) 4.06(155) 
8.26** 3.54(54) 4.09(45) 4.28(53) 3.96(152) 
8.43** 3.62(47) 4.07(45) 4.32(53) 4.01(145) 
9.69** 3.55(53) 4.09(46) 4.29(52) 3.97(151) 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a 
clear, accurate, logical manner. 12.28** 3.89(55) 4.44(49) 4.49(55) 4.27(159) 
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raters based on size of district. There was a significant difference in 
the mean value of the superintendent's evaluation rating based on size of 
the school district at the .05 level of confidence in. 31 items. The 31 
items and corresponding F ratios beginning with a ratio of 3.11 were 
included in Table 16. 
The Duncan Multiple Range Test was computed to identify the group 
means which were significantly different. Pairs of significantly 
different means were underlined. For example, the last item in Table 16, 
item number 4, "Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, accurate, 
logical manner," the mean value of the smallest group size was 
significantly different from both of the other two groups. Therefore, the 
mean from the smallest sized group was underlined twice with each of the 
remaining means of the other two group sizes underlined once. The raters 
in the smallest enrollment size category of districts reported a 
significantly lower mean value than at least one of the other two size 
categories in all 31 items which had a significantly large F ratio. 
The largest significant F ratio recorded for comparisons based on 
district size categories was 12.28** for item number 4, "Demonstrates 
ability to write...." The items recording the 10 largest ANOVA F ratios 
were listed as the last 10 items in Table 16 in ascending order beginning 
with an F ratio of 12.28** for item number 4 and ending with an F ratio of 
6.43** for item number 80. Within the group of 10 items were three from 
the category of items titled "Working With the Community." The three 
items, dealing with "Maintains liaison with state and federal 
legislators..." (item 79), "Strives to develop cooperative and effective 
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relationships with news media" (item 75), and "Exercises leadership in the 
development and execution of positive school-community relations program" 
(item 69) ranked fourth, fifth, and eighth, respectively, among the 10 
items with the largest F ratios. 
The mean value of the smallest district enrollment category was 
significantly smaller than both the two larger district categories on all 
but two of the 10 items having the largest F ratios. The middle category 
of districts, with enrollments from 1,000 to 2,999 students, was 
identified as having a significantly higher mean value than the other two 
size categories on "Keeps the board informed on problems, solutions, and 
general operations of the school system" (item 38). Item number 40, 
"Offers professional advice to the board...," recorded an F ratio of 
7.02** with only one pair of mean values identified as significantly 
different. The smaller size category's mean value was significantly 
smaller than the middle size district's mean value on item number 40. 
Six of the items which recorded one of the 10 highest F ratios for 
groups of seven board member raters were also recorded in the 10 highest F 
ratios for 15 raters based on district enrollment. The six items included 
in both lists for the largest variance between enrollment categories were: 
Item No. Item 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, accurate, 
logical manner. 
40. Offers professional advice to the board on all matters 
requiring board action, placing before the board such 
facts and quality information as needed to make informed 
decisions. 
57. Encourages research and creativity among employees. 
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69. Exercises leadership in the development and execution of 
positive school-community relations program. 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal legislators in an 
effort to accomplish legislation for school improvement. 
80. Actively participates in professional organizations with the 
express purpose of better serving the district and public 
education. 
Research hypothesis 3 
Research null hypothesis 3 stated there would be no significant 
difference between the superintendent's evaluation rating based on rater 
position of board members, superintendents, administrators, and 
knowledgeable others. 
Part II analysis deals only with the responses of groups of seven 
board members. Part II did not include any other positions in the data 
base. Therefore, research hypothesis 3 does not apply to the Part II 
analysis. 
Research hypothesis 4 
The fourth null hypothesis stated there will be no significant 
difference between the superintendent's evaluation ratings based on the 
relative philosophic cohesion of the board. 
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the 51 items 
identified as having the power to discriminate based on the Menne-Tolsma 
(55) formula for the 23 groups consisting of seven board members. Each 
board was classified based on the three categories of cohesion; 
consensual, factional, or pluralistic. Only four boards were Identified 
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as being factional, while 10 were identified as consensual and nine were 
identified as pluralistic. See Table 17. 
The null hypothesis was not rejected in 43 of the 51 items identified 
as having the power to discriminate in groups of seven raters. There was 
no significant difference in 43 of the 51 items analyzed. The 51 items 
were placed in Table 18 based on the rank order of the F ratio as 
calculated in an ANOVA. 
The null hypothesis was rejected in eight items. There was a 
significant difference in the mean variance of eight items at the .05 
level of confidence. In each of the eight items in which a significant 
difference was reported, the pluralistic category was identified according 
to the Duncan Multiple Range Test as having the largest significant mean 
value. The eight items which had a significantly different mean variance 
were identified in Table 18 beginning with an F ratio of 3.08. 
The pluralistic groups' mean was significantly larger than the 
consensual groups' mean in each of the following items: "Demonstrates 
patience, understanding, consideration, and courtesy" (item 10); 
Table 17. Number of districts based on cohesion factor of seven board 
members by .district enrollment size 
District enrollment size 
1,000 to 
Cohesion factor <999 2,999 >3,000 Total 
Consensual 3 5 2 10 
Factional 11 2 4 
Pluralistic 1 i 4 9 
Totals 8 7 8 23 
Table 18. List of 51 discriminating items in rank order by ANOVA F ratio based on rater 
positions for groups of seven raters 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Cohesion factor 
Consen­
sual 
mean (N) 
Factional 
mean (N) 
Plural­
istic 
mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for 
courses of study and graduation 
requirements in the district. .01 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and providing 
friendly constructive criticism. .05 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a 
clear, accurate, logical manner. .08 
57. Encourages research and creativity 
among employees. .17 
28. Organizes a planned program of 
curriculum evaluation and assessment. .20 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions, and general operations of 
the school system. .20 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement 
educational innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which improve the 
educational program. .24 
3.89(66) 3.90(29) 3.88(57) 3.89(152) 
3.87(69) 3.93(29) 3.87(60) 3.88(158) 
4.26(69) 4.32(28) 4.26(62) 4.27(159) 
3.88(65) 3.84(19) 3.96(52) 3.90(136) 
3.89(67) 3.96(27) 3.83(59) 3.88(153) 
4.13(70) 4.03(29) 4.18(62) 4.13(161) 
3.90(67) 3.82(28) 3.97(61) 3.91(156) 
Table 18. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
45. Strives to create and maintain a 
harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent. .25 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize 
staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district 
goals. .35 
40. Offers professional advice to the 
board on all matters requiring board 
action, placing before the board such 
facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. .41 
25. Provides positive, responsible 
leadership for coordination, 
development, and support of the 
educational program. .43 
32. Promotes staff development activities 
appropriate to meet the goals of the 
district and staff. .44 
Cohesion factor 
Consen- Plural-
sual Factional istic Grand 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
4.21(70) 4.10(29) 
3.94(68) 4.04(27) 
4.21(70) 4.21(29) 
4.16(70) 4.14(29) 
4.07(68) 4.11(27) 
4.26(61) 4.21(160) 
4.07(60) 4.01(155) 
KJ 
4.06(62) 4.16(161) 
4.28(60) 4.20(159) 
4.21(62) 4.13(157) 
Table 18. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
56. Encourages participation of 
appropriate staff members and groups 
in planning procedures and policy 
interpretation. .50 
33. Effectively implements and monitors 
the performance evaluation systems 
for all district personnel. .54 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist 
the board in the process of planning 
long- and short-range goals. .54 
36. Serves as an effective leader for 
the administrative team. .61 
8. Decisions are well-defined, objective, 
timely, and lead to successful and 
practical results. .63 
76. Presents a positive image of the 
school by participation in community 
life and activities. .88 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and 
persistence needed to accomplish 
goals and objectives .90 
Cohesion factor 
Consen­
sual 
mean (N) 
4.00(67) 
3.75(65) 
4.26(60) 
4.12(69) 
3.75(69) 
4.04(69) 
4.16(69) 
Factional 
mean (N) 
4.07(27) 
3.88(24) 
4.21(28) 
4.25(28) 
3.79(28) 
4.00(29) 
4.38(29) 
Plural­
istic 
mean (N) 
4.17(53) 
3.62(53) 
4.10(62) 
4.30(61) 
3.90(61) 
4.25(59) 
4.26(62) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.07(147) 
3.73(142) 
4.19(160) 
4.21(158) 
3.82(158) 
4.11(157) 
4.24(160) 
Table 18. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, 
practices, and personnel. 1.02 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and 
advice of appropriate staff. 1.10 
29. Participates with staff, board, and 
community in studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 1.18 
22. Shows a willingness to try new 
approaches or methods. 1.40 
84. Earns respect and standing among 
professional colleagues. 1.40 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy 
to the job. 1.44 
34. Encourages high personal expectations 
in the performance of all personnel 
and students. 1.47 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork 
between the board and administrative 
team. 1.55 
Cohesion factor 
Consen­
sual 
mean (N) 
3.79(66) 
3.89(65) 
3.96(68) 
3.89(70) 
4.06(64) 
4.23(70) 
3.84(68) 
4.01(70) 
Factional 
mean (N) 
3.85(27) 
4.15(26) 
3.90(29) 
3.74(27) 
4.08(24) 
4.38(29) 
4.19(26) 
3.72(29) 
Plural­
istic 
mean (N) 
4.00(57) 
4.09(54) 
4.17(59) 
4.06(62) 
4.33(58) 
4.45(62) 
4.02(57) 
4.13(62) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
3.88(151) 
4.01(145) 
4.03(156) 
3.93(159) 
4.17(146) 
4.34(161) 
3.97(151) 
4.01(161) 
Table 18. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
74. Maintains communications with city 
officials and developers to maximize 
long-range planning. 1.55 
1. Provides verbal communication which 
is clear, concise, and positive. 1.56 
81. Strives to keep current on educa­
tional trends. 1.60 
17. Earns respect of professional staff 
members, students, community, and 
others with whom the superintendent 
works. 1.61 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and 
effective relationships with news 
media. 1.72 
79. Maintains liaison with state and 
federal legislators in an effort 
to accomplish legislation for 
school improvement. 1.72 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose 
of better serving the district and 
public education. 1.72 
Cohesion factor 
Consen- Plural-
sual Factional istic 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
3.83(63) 
4.03(70) 
4.28(68) 
3.87(68) 
4.00(69) 
3.95(66) 
4.24(68) 
3.64(25) 
4.14(28) 
4.16(25) 
3.93(29) 
3.89(27) 
3.65(26) 
3.89(26) 
4.03(58) 
4.27(62) 
4.45(62) 
4.18(61) 
4.22(59) 
4.10(60) 
4.14(57) 
3.88(146) 
4.14(160) 
4.33(155) 
LO 
O 
4.00(158) 
4.06(155) 
3.96(152) 
4.14(151) 
Table 18. Continued 
Item ANOVA 
number Item F ratio 
54. Demonstrates positive professional 
relationship with district personnel. 2.16 
73. Solicits and gives attention to 
problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. 2.20 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and 
enthusiasm among those in contact 
with the superintendent. 2.48 
78. Strives to build effective relation­
ships between business, industry, and 
the school district. 2.48 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 2.53 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and 
cohesiveness among all employees. 2.53 
71. Solicits parent and community input 
and commitment to district goals, 
policies, and programs. 2.72 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with 
members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, 
students, and parents. 2.96 
Cohesion factor 
Consen- Plural-
sual Factional istic 
mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
4.10(68) 
3.51(67) 
3.63(68) 
3.88(65) 
3.75(68) 
3.86(69) 
3.64(67) 
3.94(70) 
4.22(27) 
3.46(28) 
3.67(27) 
3.77(26) 
3.68(29) 
3.85(27) 
3.72(29) 
3.97(29) 
4.42(57) 
3.82(60) 
4.02(60) 
4.18(62) 
4.07(60) 
4.23(51) 
4.05(62) 
4.31(62) 
4.24(152) 
3.62(155) 
3.79(155) g 
3.98(153) 
3.86(157) 
3.99(153) 
3.82(158) 
4.09(161) 
Table 18. Continued 
Cohesion factor 
Consen- Plural-
Item ANOVA sual Factional istic Grand 
number Item F ratio mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) mean (N) 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty, and integrity in all personal 
and professional matters. 
72. Establishes open communication with 
students, staff, and parents. 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm 
toward work. 
2.96 4.06(69) 4.50(28) 4.41(59) 4.27(156) 
3.08* 3.56(68) 3.62(29) 3.98(60) 3.73(157) 
3.11* 4.20(70) 4.55(29) 4.50(62) 4.38(161) 
68. Establishes and maintains a program 
of public relations to keep the 
public informed about policies, 
practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's 
schools. 
77. Gains respect and support of the 
community on the conduct of the 
school operations. 
69. Exercises leadership in the develop­
ment and execution of positive 
school-community relations program. 
3.38* 3.85(67) 3.38(29) 3.97(61) 3.81(157) 
3.42* 3.78(67) 3.83(29) 4.23(60) 3.96(156) 
3.75* 3.88(67) 3.45(29) 4.08(60) 3.88(156) 
*The critical F value for 2 and 150 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of confidence is 3.06. 
Table 18. Continued 
Cohesion factor 
Item 
number Item 
ANOVA 
F ratio 
Consen­
sual 
mean (N) 
Factional 
mean (N) 
Plural­
istic 
mean (N) 
Grand 
mean (N) 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situa­
tions while continuing to function in 
a professional manner. 4.26* 3.82(68) 3.90(29) 4.26(61) 4.01(158) 
85. Possesses and maintains the health 
and energy necessary to meet the 
responsibility of the position. 5.28** 4.13(69) 4.43(28) 4.54(61) 4.34(158) 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration, and courtesy. 6.85** 3.80(70) 3.76(29) 4.32(62) 3.99(161) 
**The critical F value for 2 and 150 degrees of freedom at the .01 level of confidence is 4.75. 
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"Possesses and maintains the health .and energy necessary to meet the 
responsibility of the position" (item 85); "Maintains poise in stressful 
situations..." (item 3); "Gains respect and support of the community..." 
(item 77); "Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work" (item 18); and 
"Establishes open communication with students, staff, and parents" (item 
72). 
The pluralistic groups' mean was significantly larger than both the 
consensual and factional groups' means on item number 10, "Demonstrates 
patience, understanding, consideration, and courtesy." The factional 
boards' mean value was significantly smaller than both the consensual and 
pluralistic boards' mean values in item number 68, "Establishes and 
maintains a program of public relations to keep the public informed about 
policies, practices, goals, problems, and accomplishments of the 
district's schools." 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The basic purpose of this study was to develop a pool of 
superintendent evaluation items which could be used by board members and 
other raters based on (1) item discrimination power, (2) reliability, and 
(3) appropriateness of the use of each item by the various groups tested. 
An 87-item questionnaire containing superintendent evaluation items based 
on current literature and evaluation practices was constructed and 
distributed to selected school district representatives in Iowa, Wyoming, 
Michigan, and Missouri. Each item was tested, based on the responses of 
groups of 15 raters representing various sized school districts and 
positions. Responses from groups of boards in which all seven board 
members participated were analyzed separately to determine item 
discrimination, reliability, and appropriateness for use based on district 
enrollment size and cohesiveness of the board members. 
The findings of the study were based on 451 completed superintendent 
evaluation questionnaires received from a total of 30 school districts in 
two states, while the total universe of surveyed districts included 40 
districts in five states. A total of 30 districts was selected on a 
random stratified sample from the 86 Iowa districts governed by a 
seven-member board of directors. An additional six districts were 
selected based on size of district to replace an equal number from the 
original sample because of declination to participate by the personnel of 
the original districts. Four school districts participating in the School 
Improvement Model (SIM) were surveyed in addition to the 36 Iowa 
districts. The items contained in the questionnaire were developed based 
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on a review of current literature, evaluation criteria, and critical work 
analyses of superintendents. Items were field tested in one district to 
determine item structure and format issues. 
Each superintendent was rated by at least 15 individuals who included 
board members, administrators, a superintendent self-evaluation, and in 
some cases knowledgeable others. Each individual rated the 
superintendent's performance on 87 items using a five-point Likert-type 
scale. The Menne-Tolsma (55) method of analysis was used to determine the 
power of the item to discriminate between superintendents' performances. 
A Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient was calculated for all items 
identified as having the power to discriminate at the .05 level of 
significance. 
A total of 71 items was identified as having the power to 
discriminate based on the results of 15 raters per group at the .05 level 
of significance. Each of the 71 items had a calculated between-group sum 
of squares of 13 percent or more of the total sum of squares variance 
which represents the minimal standard of acceptance. A total of 51 items 
was identified as having item discrimination power at the .05 level of 
significance for groups of raters consisting of seven board members. The 
critical percent of between-group sum of squares variance of the total sum 
of squares increased to 28 percent at the .05 level of confidence for 
seven raters. The 28 percent figure was met or exceeded by 51 items. 
Reliability was tested by use of the Cronbach Alpha Reliability 
Coefficient calculation. The calculated coefficient for the 71 items 
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based on 15 raters was .992. The reliability coefficient calculated for 
the 51 items based on seven raters was .986. 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the 71 items with 
the power to discriminate based on district enrollment size and rater 
position for groups of 15 raters. 
Based on the individual items analyzed, 32 items had no significant 
difference in variance based on district enrollment sizes. Thirty-five 
items had no significant difference in the variance based on the four 
positions of the raters: board members, superintendents, administrators, 
and knowledgeable others. Data from each of the remaining items, which 
were identified as containing significantly large variance in the means of 
the two ANOVA tests, were used to calculate a Duncan Multiple Range Test 
to identify the groups which contributed similarly to producing a large 
variance. 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated on each of the 51 
items with the power to discriminate as identified for seven board member 
ratios. The ANOVA tests were based on district enrollment size and 
cohesiveness of the board. Twenty items did not have a significantly 
large variance in means at beyond the .05 level of confidence for 
questionnaire results from seven rater groups based on district enrollment 
size. Forty-three items reported no significant difference in the means 
of the raters based on school board cohesion factors. A Duncan Multiple 
Range Test was calculated on the data from each of the 31 and eight items, 
respectively, which were identified as having a significantly large mean 
difference or biasing factor in the two tests. 
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Conclusions 
The following conclusions are offered on the analysis of data 
collected in this study. 
1. It is possible to conduct a formal, written superintendent 
evaluation using up to eight raters in addition to the seven board 
members. 
2. The Menne and Tolsma methodology (55) for determining the 
discrimination power of items on instruments using group rater responses 
can be used to identify discriminating items for the purpose of developing 
a pool of superintendent evaluation items based on groups of 15 or seven 
raters. The smaller group of seven raters resulted in a larger item 
discrimination percent index factor than did the group of 15 raters which 
in turn identified fewer items having the power to discriminate. 
3. A pool of 71 items was identified as each having the quality to 
measure differences among superintendents based on groups of 15 raters. A 
pool of 51 items was identified based on groups of seven raters as having 
the power to discriminate between superintendents. 
4. A Cronbach Alpha Reliability Coefficient for the pool of 71 items 
was calculated to be .992. The reliability coefficient was calculated to 
be .986 for the pool of 51 items. These high reliability coefficients 
strongly indicate the items contained in the pool were consistently 
measuring the factor of superintendent performance. 
5. Rater responses were unaffected by district size categories in 32 
of the 71 items identified in the groups of 15 raters. The remaining 39 
items reported the district size category as a potentially influencing 
139 
factor In the evaluation ratings. The smaller of the three size 
categories reported critically lower ratings on 38 of the 39 items in 
which a significantly different mean variance existed. In 18 of the 
items, the ratings reported by the small enrollment size district were 
significantly smaller than both of the larger two district size 
categories. 
6. Rater responses were unaffected by rater position in 35 of the 71 
items as identified by groups of 15 raters. In the remaining 36 items, 
there was a potential intervening variable based on position of rater. 
Board members reported critically lower responses on each of the 36 items. 
In 33 of the items, at least one of the significantly different mean value 
differences occurred between board members and administrators. Although 
the differences between positions were significant in 36 items when all 
raters' responses are considered across rater group boundaries, the effect 
of placing the raters in groups of 15 minimizes the overall variance 
between positions. 
7. Rater responses were not affected by the district enrollment size 
in 20 of the 51 items which were identified as having the power to 
discriminate based on responses from seven raters. The remaining 31 items 
did report on influence based on the district enrollment size. In all 31 
items the rater responses from the smaller sized districts reported 
significantly lower ratings than the other two size categories. The 
effect of the size factor on the 31 items may have increased the 
between-group sum of squares to the extent the items were identified as 
having the power to discriminate. 
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8. The cohesion factor among board members was not a critically 
significant factor in 43 of the 51 items analyzed. The mean rating of 
pluralistic boards was significantly higher than at least one of the 
consensual or factional board's mean ratings on each of the remaining 
eight items. The cohesion factor need not be considered in the selection 
of evaluation items because it has a relatively slight effect with the 
three categories evenly distributed over the three size categories. The 
potential Influence of the board member coheslveness appears to have been 
addressed in the testing for item discrimination power. 
9. Items contained in this study which were identified as having the 
power to discriminate should be considered for Inclusion by board members 
and superintendents on any rating scale developed for the purpose of 
superintendent evaluation. The 71 discriminating items should be 
considered when the number of raters will be 15 or more. The 51 
discriminating items should be considered when the number of raters will 
be limited to seven or more board members. District enrollment size was 
identified as being a potentially Influencing factor on both pools of 
items. Caution should be used when board members and superintendents are 
considering items which were identified as having significantly different 
means based on district size categories. 
10. Raters generally believed they were capable of observing the 
performance indicated in each of the items based on 15 rater groups. A 
"No Mark" or blank response to an item on the answer sheet indicated the 
rater was "Unable to Observe" the performance. All of the items received 
at least a 90 percent response rate from all possible raters. Board 
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member groups of seven raters failed to attain a 90 percent response rate 
on six items, only two of which were discriminating items. In response to 
item number 33, "Effectively implements and monitors the performance 
evaluation system for all district personnel," 88.1 percent of the raters 
responded. Only 84.5 percent of the raters responded to item number 57, 
"Encourages research and creativity among employees." Even though both 
items 33 and 57 were identified by the Menne and Tolsma methodology as 
having the power to discriminate, the two items should not be included on 
an evaluation instrument. More than 10 percent of the raters were unable 
to observe the superintendents' performance on each of the two items. 
Limitations 
General limitations were imposed by the design of the study. They 
were: 
1. Participation in the study was voluntary based on a decision by 
the board and superintendent. The decision to participate may have 
favored districts with a positive attitude toward or experience in formal 
superintendent evaluation. 
2. Individual participation of board members, superintendents, 
administrators, and knowledgeable others was on a voluntary basis even 
after the board and superintendent agreed to complete the questionnaire. 
Therefore, the composition of the groups varied. 
3. The performance level of the superintendent was not assessed 
independent of the questionnaire results. The investigation focused on 
the items, not the superintendent, as the unit of study. 
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4. The item discrimination value does not represent the quality of 
superintendent performance. The value is a calculated figure which can be 
used to identify items which have the power to measure differences between 
superintendents being evaluated. It does not reflect good or poor 
evaluation ratings of individual superintendents or of all superintendents 
evaluated. 
5. The replication of the Hidlebaugh (40) and Look (49) research 
utilizing the Menne and Tolsma (55) methodology required the use of an 
unusually large number of 15 raters per superintendent, when compared with 
a typical formal evaluation conducted by the five to seven board members 
and possibly the superintendent. The replication of the methodology based 
on groups of seven board members reduced the number of discriminating 
items. Due to the large number of raters used in the study, the items 
identified by each of the two groups of raters, 15 members and seven 
members, are believed to have the power to discriminate when used with an 
equal or larger number of raters per group. However, the items identified 
in the two groups may not have the power to discriminate when used with 
groups of fewer than 15 or seven raters, respectively. 
6. Because participation in the research was voluntary, not all 
board members participated within each school district surveyed. 
Therefore, the number of board member responses within the 15 member 
groups and the groups of seven board members were not the same. 
7. Items which do not have the power to discriminate should not be 
used on the superintendent evaluation instrument unless there is a 
specific overriding reason for the inclusion. 
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Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to identify superintendent evaluation 
items which have the power to discriminate or measure differences between 
superintendent performance. Items were tested based on the responses to 
an 87-item questionnaire completed by 451 participants from 30 school 
districts. Two pools of discriminating items were identified. The first 
pool was based on the responses from at least 15 raters per district 
comprised of board members, superintendents, administrators, and 
knowledgeable others. The second pool of discriminating items was 
selected based on responses from groups of seven raters, all of which were 
board members. 
The first pool of 15 raters Included administrators and knowledgeable 
others. The knowledgeable others group Included citizens of the school 
district, teachers, and retired board members. The evaluation of the 
superintendent by administrators and other employees of the district may 
be viewed as a reciprocal evaluation of the superintendent's evaluation of 
the administrators and other employees. Reciprocal evaluations, supported 
strongly by Redfem (68), could be used by the superintendent primarily to 
improve performance. 
An item to be selected as having the power to discriminate must 
generate similar responses from raters of an individual superintendent 
within a group while generating dissimilar responses between groups of 
raters rating different superintendents. A discriminating item, 
therefore, possesses the characteristic of low variance in ratings for all 
the raters within a group and a high variance between group ratings for 
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different superintendents. A pool of 71 discriminating items was 
identified based on groups of 15 raters, while a pool of 51 discriminating 
items was Identified for groups of seven raters. 
An item might fail to discriminate for one of two reasons: (1) 
Ratings received by all superintendents were similar resulting in a low 
between-group variance, or (2) ratings received by individual 
superintendents were not similar resulting in a high within-group 
variance. Either of the two conditions or a combination of the two 
factors could result in an item being identified as non-discriminating. 
The original 87-item questionnaire consisted of items which commonly 
appear on checklist and rating scales used in superintendent evaluation. 
Most of the items address performance areas of job responsibilities 
commonly accepted for the superintendent position. The reason for 
rejecting an item provides important insight into the current status of 
perceived superintendent job performance on the part of the raters. Items 
which failed to discriminate because of a low variance between groups of 
raters, indicates a consistent pattern of job performance by 
superintendents perceived by the raters. A low variance between groups 
could be considered an overall favorable assessment of job performance on 
the item if the overall mean score was high. Items which failed to 
discriminate because of a high variance within groups may reflect a lack 
of understanding by the rater on the degree the superintendent was 
performing job responsibility or an inconsistent pattern of performance by 
the superintendent. 
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Items which were identified as non-discriminating were placed into 
one of three categories based on a comparative review of the between-group 
and withln-group sum of squares of ratings for all superintendents. The 
first non-discriminating category was based on using the smallest amount 
of between-group differences (sum of squares) of the mean value for any 
item identified as discriminating to compare with each of the 
non-discriminating items on the two groups of 15 and seven raters. Items 
which had a smaller between-group sum of squares than the smallest amount 
for any discriminating item for both groups of 15 and and seven raters 
were identified. Basically, these items did not measure differences 
between superintendents. All superintendents were rated as doing an 
equally good job on each of the items. The list of items in numeric order 
from the questionnaire for groups of 15 raters is as follows: 
Item No. Item 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and attire. 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and understanding of the role 
of superintendent. 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and distributes written board 
meeting agendas and supporting materials on a timely basis 
prior to each meeting. 
58. Provides accurate projections and preparation of the annual 
budget based on goals and objectives of the board. 
60. Oversees and administers safe and proper use of district 
facilities and resources. 
61. Provides for utilization and development of appropriate 
sources of revenue. 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, including 
transportation, maintenance, and clerical, necessary to 
facilitate effective student learning. 
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67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating to the district's 
operations and the state and federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 
82. Participates in professional growth activities. 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public schools are operated for 
the benefit of the children. 
The list of non-discriminating items with low between-group 
differences for groups of seven board member raters is as follows: 
Item No. Item 
7. Supports people who are responsible to the superintendent. 
11. Demonstrates fairness and impartiality in all personnel 
matters. 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming and attire. 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the problems that exist at 
the board level. 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, and distributes written school 
board agendas and supporting materials on a timely basis prior 
to each meeting. 
42. Supports and implements policy procedures and actions of the 
board to the public and staff. 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in reports to the board. 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility among staff members. 
52. Recommends to the board economic settlement levels for 
collective bargaining and meet-and-confer groups which are in 
the least interest of the district. 
53. Administers personnel policies and negotiated contract 
language in a firm and impartial manner treating all staff 
fairly. 
58. Provides accurate projections and preparation of the annual 
budget based on the goals and objectives of the board. 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of the budget as provided 
by board policy and accounting procedures. 
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60. Oversees and administers the safe and proper use of district 
facilities and resources. 
61. Provides for utilization and development of appropriate 
sources of revenue. 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance of school records 
including financial reports, personnel records, and official 
documents including the board policy manual. 
63. Effectively organizes all support services, including 
transportation, maintenance, and clerical, necessary to 
facilitate effective student learning. 
66. Provides for advanced planning and building utilization making 
recommendations for closings, construction, and attendance 
boundaries. 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy relating to the district's 
operations and the state and federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 
82. Participates in professional growth activities. 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public schools are operated for 
the benefit of the children. 
The items contained in the above two lists elicited similar group 
responses for each of the superintendents rated. Therefore, it is 
concluded that all superintendents were performing each item to the same 
degree or the board members were unable to differentiate the performance 
of the superintendent regarding the item. The items failed to measure 
differences between superintendents. 
The highest average rating based on all individual ratings was 
received by a non-discriminating item Included in both of the above lists. 
Item number 20, "Demonstrates appropriate grooming and attire," received 
average ratings of 4.70 (N=449) and 4.65 (N=161) for the two groups of 
raters. This study would support the literary criticism opposing the use 
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of this item. This is especially true if the item is weighted equally 
with other performance factor items. It has the potential to offset or 
counter the rating of a more important performance related item and to 
Inflate or raise the overall evaluation rating (5, 50). 
Three of the items were identified as non-discriminating because each 
failed to measure differences in the superintendent's performance dealt 
with the superintendent "Working With the Board" according to ratings by 
the seven member groups. These items Included "Plans and preparation for 
board meetings" (item 41); "Support of and implementation of board policy" 
(item 42); and "Demonstrates promptness and accuracy of reports to the 
board" (item 43). 
Six of 10 items from the original questionnaire dealing with 
"Managing Operations" were identified as non-discriminating because of too 
much agreement between group ratings by both the 15 and seven member rater 
groups. These items include: "Provides accurate projections and 
preparation of the budget..." (item 58); "Administers the safe and proper 
use of facilities..." (item 60); "Provides for utilization of revenue..." 
(item 61); "Supervises the efficient maintenance of school records..." 
(item 62); "Effectively organizes support services..." (item 63); and 
"Provides for advanced planning and building utilization..." (item 66). 
The items which failed to measure differences and therefore failed to 
discriminate between superintendents could all reasonably be expected to 
be performed or exhibited by the superintendent. The purpose of 
identifying discriminating items was not to merely create a checklist of 
expected job responsibilities. All of the items contained in the 
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questionnaire were expectations for superintendents. It is not productive 
to attempt to identify all possible tasks of all possible superintendents. 
It is productive to identify the subset of items which has the power to 
discriminate within the universe of superintendent evaluation items. 
The one category of items which retained the largest number of 
discriminating items was "Working With the Community." Only one item was 
identified as non-discriminating among the 12 items on the questionnaire 
for either of the groups of 15 or seven raters. The seven board member 
groups' ratings resulted in item number 70, "Effectively represents the 
district and its board in its interactions with other school systems and 
institutions," being identified as non-discriminating. All of the other 
11 items dealing with community and public relations were identified as 
being discriminating for the seven rater group. All 12 items were 
identified as being discriminating for the 15 rater groups. There was a 
wide range of between-group agreement in the rating of superintendents 
regarding performance. This could be the result of varying expectations 
on the part of the raters or differential in the levels of performance by 
the superintendent or combinations of both. 
Board members and the other raters reported wide variances in the 
ratings of the superintendent to perform the specific items based on size 
of district for the group of items titled "Working With the Community." 
Six of the 10 highest F ratios were received by items in the "Working With 
the Community" group of items. 
The second category for non-discriminating items included items on 
which the raters within a group did not have similar ratings for the 
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superintendent. The ratings reflected very little consistency of 
agreement on the superintendent's evaluation. Only one of the remaining 
non-discriminating items was identified as having been excluded due to a 
lack of agreement on ratings within rater groups. By applying a technique 
of comparing the largest wlthin-group sum of squares recorded for all 
items identified as discriminating, with the wlthin-groups sum of squares 
for all non-discriminating items, only one item was identified as having a 
larger variance. Item number 44 states: (Superintendent) "Treats all 
board members in an unbiased and impartial manner." Item number 44 for 
the seven board member group of raters had a larger variance of ratings 
for the wlthin-group sum of squares than any of the discriminating items. 
Board members had strong differences of opinion on the impartiality shown 
by the superintendent to board members. 
The third category of non-discriminating items consisted of all other 
items which were not placed in either of the first two categories. The 
reasons for excluding each of the remaining items from the discriminating 
list can be reasonably assumed to be due to an Interaction between 
relatively low variance between groups and a high variance within groups 
of raters. 
Each of the two pools of items, one for 15 raters and the second for 
seven ratêrs, was tested for internal reliability by means of the Cronbach 
Alpha Reliability Coefficient. The 71 discriminating items based on the 
responses of 15 raters per group had a coefficient of .992. The 51 
discriminating items based on responses from seven board member raters had 
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a> coefficient of .986. Both coefficient ratings far surpassed the desired 
ratings of .80. 
District enrollment size was found to have an effect on the rating of 
superintendents in the majority of discriminating items in tests conducted 
on the two categories of raters: groups of 15 and groups of seven board 
members. Researchers have long recognized the factor of district size in 
the design, data collection, and reporting of findings (12, 18, 24, 42, 
77, 78, 79, 80, 92). The findings of this study support the position that 
there was a difference in the rater responses of superintendents based on 
district enrollment size. The districts with enrollment sizes of up to 
999 students were identified as responding with a significantly lower mean 
rating in all but one of the 39 items from the group of 15 raters, and in 
all 31 items from the group of seven board member raters. 
There are several possible reasons for the lower ratings by the 
smaller sized districts. First, formal superintendent evaluation would be 
expected to be practiced in larger school districts (77, 80). The 
familiarity to the process may have affected the ratings in favor of the 
larger districts. Second, job expectations and priorities for the 
superintendent may differ between the three size categories. For example, 
in Item 59, which deals with effectively monitoring and executing the 
district budget, the largest district enrollment size category had a mean 
value which was significantly lower than the two other size categories for 
the 15 rater group. Superintendents In the larger districts may not be 
expected to directly execute the budget whereas this may be a high 
priority of the superintendent in the two smaller sized groups. 
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Conversely, the smaller district enrollment size group for both 15 and 
seven raters reported significantly lower mean values than both other size 
groups on seven items addressing community relations: open 
communications; relations with city, state, and federal officials; and 
relations with the media (items 69, 74, 75, 77, and 79). Larger districts 
may place a greater emphasis on community/public relations than smaller 
sized districts. Third, the current trend to assign additional 
administrative responsibilities such as a building principal to 
superintendents in smaller school districts may have a detrimental effect 
on the expectations and priorities of the superintendent responsibilities. 
The additional job responsibilities may be adversely affecting the 
performance of "superintendent" responsibility or the additional duties 
may be affecting the expectations of the raters. Fourth, the composition 
of raters may have favored higher rating in the large districts. The 
largest size group Included more administrators than both board members 
and knowledgeable others in the groups of 15 raters, while the smallest 
size districts' administrators were outnumbered nearly 10 to one by board 
members and "knowledgeable others." Fifth, superintendents' performance 
may be lower in the smaller districts than in the two larger district 
categories. Sixth, the terminology used in the items may have affected 
rater responses. Item 78 refers to relationships between "business, 
industry, and the school district." A rural district may have limited 
access to business and industry within the district. 
It was possible to conduct a rating of the superintendent's 
performance based on the use of multiple raters from various positions in 
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the school district. As a group, board members were identified as having 
a significantly smaller mean value than at least the other groups in all 
36 items identified as having a variance in group means based on rater 
positions. 
The administrators' group was identified as having a significantly 
larger mean value than the board members in 33 of the 36 items. There 
appears to be a relationship between the positions of the raters and 
school district size. Administrators as a group rated superintendents 
higher than the board members' group. However, most of the administrators 
were from the largest district size, while the board members' group was 
composed of an equal distribution of raters within all three enrollment 
size districts. Twenty-six items from the group of 15 raters reported a 
significantly large variance in mean values for both comparisons based on 
district enrollment size and rater positions. The smaller district 
enrollment size group and board members reported the smallest mean values 
on each of the 26 items. 
There appears to be a relationship between the administrators' 
ratings and ratings from the larger sized districts. Administrators and 
raters from larger sized districts gave higher ratings for thé 
superintendent than board members and raters from the smallest category of 
districts on nearly every item identified as having a significant variance 
in group means. Administrators accounted for 49.1 percent of the raters 
in the largest category of districts, while the administrators accounted 
for only 14.0 percent of the raters in the smallest category of districts. 
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The difference identified between rater positions appears to be related to 
the factor of district size. 
The selection of items for use on an evaluation instrument should 
focus on the effects of district size relating to differences in variance 
of the items rather than rater position. Rater position differences on an 
item within a group rating on individual superintendents needed to be 
small for the items identified as discriminating or the item would have 
generated a large within-group sum of squares and been identified as a 
non-discriminating item. Differences between rater positions within a 
group of 15 raters were sufficiently small to allow 71 items to be 
identified as discriminating. The results of the ANOVA test based on 
rater position should be used as an information source but should not be 
used to unilaterally eliminate discriminating items from use. 
The use of multiple raters can provide valuable information to the 
evaluation process. The primary benefit of subordinate evaluation is 
gained when the results go directly to the person evaluated, in this case 
the superintendent. This reciprocal form of evaluation, assuming the 
superintendent directs or is responsible for the evaluation of all school 
employees, would be of importance to aid the superintendent to improve 
performance. The superintendent in turn could share the results with the 
board as another source of information. The alternative method of 
subordinate and private citizen evaluation of the superintendent is to 
have the completed evaluation forwarded directly to the board president. 
When using either method, care must be taken not to overemphasize the 
ratings of knowledgeable others or subordinates to the superintendent. 
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The ratings provided from sources other than the board members must be 
viewed as simply an additional piece of information regarding the 
superintendent's performance. 
School board cohesion factor as described in the literature (93) did 
have a potential biasing effect on eight of the 51 discriminating items 
based on responses from the group of seven board member raters. In each 
case in which a significantly high variance between means was identified, 
the mean value rating for the pluralistic group of boards was higher than 
at least one of the mean values for the consensual or factional group of 
boards. The eight items dealt with maintenance of poise in a stressful 
situation; patience and understanding; enthusiasm; public/community 
relations and support; open communications; and health and energy of the 
superintendent. 
The voluntary participation of districts may have had a biasing 
effect on the data collected in the study. In three of the five districts 
in which the board and superintendent decided not to participate, the 
superintendent was replaced by a new superintendent within six months. 
The specific reasons for the replacement (i.e., job advancement, 
retirement, or requested resignation) was not disclosed. 
Recommendations for Use 
1. Superintendent evaluation items should be carefully selected from 
the pool of items which possess the power to discriminate at the .05 level 
of confidence. 
2. Items should be selected based on the desired number of 
individuals who will rate the superintendent's performance. The items 
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contained in Appendix E would be appropriate for use of seven or more 
raters. The items contained in Appendix D would be appropriate for 15 or 
more raters. 
3. Items which reported a significant mean variance between district 
enrollment size should be carefully reviewed to determine applicability of 
the item by the group considering its use. 
4. The evaluation instrument should be developed using both a rating 
scale and specific job performance or professional growth objectives. 
5. The relative weight of a group of items on the evaluation form 
should be established prior to implementation. A group of items of a 
relatively low priority to the evaluation process should be assigned a 
lower numeric value in terms of the overall rating than a group of items 
with a higher priority. At least three groups of items should be 
established; (1) General Performance Characteristics, (2) Performance 
Factors, and (3) Performance Objectives. The mean average of all items 
within each of the three groups of items should be calculated. The three 
mean values should be multiplied by a weighting factor to generate a 
weighted grand mean or overall evaluation rating. The following rating 
factors are recommended for use; 
One times the mean of the means for General Performance 
Characteristics items; 
Two times the mean of the means for Performance Factors items; and 
Three times the mean of the means for Performance Objectives items. 
The three weighted mean values should then be added together and divided 
by six to produce an overall weighted grand mean value. 
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6. The board should establish a written policy on superintendent 
evaluation which would include a statement of purpose and procedures to be 
followed. The procedures should include an annual written evaluation 
conducted by a minimum of all board members, with a copy of the evaluation 
presented to and discussed with the superintendent in a closed session of 
a board meeting. The written procedures should include an annual schedule 
of activities to assure integration of the superintendent's performance 
evaluation with the overall management system of the district. The annual 
evaluation cycle of the superintendent should coincide with the school 
district's fiscal year. Based on a July 1 to June 30 fiscal year, the 
following activity schedule is recommended: 
Activity 
Board approves district goals for fiscal year. 
Action plan written including superintendent's performance 
plans. 
Budget established for each goal and plan of action. 
Progress report to board on goals. 
Review of previous year's goals and approve goals for 
fiscal year. 
Board members complete evaluation of superintendent. 
Board president compiles evaluation results. 
Evaluation conference. 
Action plans written Including superintendent's 
performance plan. 
Budget established for each goal and action plan. 
Superintendent contractual elements including salary increases and 
extensions should be conducted based on the results of the June and 
January evaluation and progress reports. Applicable state laws and 
personnel practices and customs of the states should also be considered 
Month 
May 
June 
January 
May 
June 
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with a cycle. Primary emphasis should be placed on the June fiscal 
year-end evaluation. Accomplishments and deficiencies in performance 
based on the evaluation criteria of the previous year should be 
identified. Coaching assistance or prescription for improvement should be 
provided for any deficiencies noted. Monetary and incentive compensation 
could also be linked to the June year-end evaluation in addition to any 
mid-year statutory contractual modifications. 
7. Evaluation procedures should be developed by local boards to 
collect the evaluation ratings similar to those used in the study. Raters 
should be asked to complete and return the evaluation instruments to the 
board president. The data from all evaluations should be compiled, 
summarized, and presented to the superintendent. 
8. Discriminating items which received a minimum rater response of 
90 percent or more in this study should be considered for selection by 
local school boards and superintendents. 
9. Superintendent evaluation instruments should consist of as few 
items as possible while including all discriminating items determined 
important by the board and superintendent. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
1. The findings of this study should be verified by means of 
replication. The investigation should include enough districts and » 
superintendents to allow item analysis within each specific school 
district enrollment size group studied. The rater unit should consist of 
five or seven board members and the superintendent for a total number of 
raters of six to eight per group. Evaluation data from subordinates 
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including administrators, teachers, and other employees should be analyzed 
from the viewpoint of being reciprocal evaluation information for the 
superintendent. 
2. Further research should be conducted to investigate the 
relationship of superintendent job responsibility to the size of the 
school district. Specific attention should focus on the role expectation, 
acceptance, and behavior of the superintendent and board members. 
3. Further study is needed to investigate the validation of the 
ratings received by the superintendent relative to the superintendent's 
job performance. This would require independent assessment of the 
superintendent's performance and/or the establishment of descriptive 
standards of performance for each item or criteria being rated. 
4. Research should be conducted to investigate evaluation items 
based on discrimination power of rater responses of two or more separate 
boards rating one superintendent. The method of research could be 
conducted in situations in which two or more school districts are sharing 
the services of one superintendent. 
5. Superintendent evaluation items other than the ones investigated 
in this study should be analyzed using the Menne and Tolsma methodology to 
expand the pool of items identified in this study. Additional items may 
be identified by reviewing evaluation criteria and performance objectives 
of chief executive officers of the private industry, and current effective 
schools research. 
6. Research should be conducted to investigate the application of 
the methodology used in this research to develop a pool of items 
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appropriate for board self-evaluation. The investigation should consider 
reciprocal evaluation techniques which would provide for subordinate 
evaluation of the board. 
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Insurance Exchange Building #927 
505 Fifth Avenue 
Des Moines, lowa 50309-2316 
February S, 1987 
Dear 
Your district is one of thirty-six districts selected in Iowa and other 
midwestern states to participate in a very important project: Identifying 
Superintendent Performance Appraisal Discrimination Items. The study is 
designed to identify a pool of the very best discriminating performance 
appraisal items for the superintendent which will be made available to assist 
local school boards and superintendents in the task of developing a formal, 
written appraisal instrument. This is the first time a study of this design 
has been developed to identify performance appraisal items which measure 
differences among superintendents. 
The study is being conducted by Wayne Lueders as the basic research component 
for the completion of his dissertation and as a partial fulfillment of 
attaining a Ph.D. degree from Iowa State University. We strongly encourage 
you to participate in this study both from the standpoint of improving the 
knowledge of superintendent evaluation systems and to assist in the completion 
of the degree requirements. 
The statistical design of this project requires fifteen (15) raters for each 
superintendent position to complete a questionnaire listing selected appraisal 
items commonly used in superintendent evaluation. The composition of the 
fifteen (15) raters includes each of the seven board members, up to seven 
members of the administrative team and a self-appraisal completed by the 
superintendent. If there are less than seven members on the administrative 
team, it is suggested that the board president and superintendent identify and 
request a number of other "knowledgeable" individuals within the district to 
complete the questionnaire which will bring the total number of raters up to 
fifteen (15). The "knowledgeable" individuals may include immediate past 
board members, active citizens, PTA members, teachers or others who are 
reasonably capable of providing an appraisal of the superintendent's 
performance. 
Page 2 
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The raters will be judging the items by responding to the superintendent's 
performance. All questionnaires will be treated confidentially. No 
individual or district recognition will be made from the data. 
If you wish to participate in this important research please present the 
request to your board at your next board meeting. Attached you will find a 
suggested "Outline of Presentation" intended to assist you at the board 
meeting. If the board meeting schedule is not convenient, simply distribute 
the questionnaire packets to the individual board members and request their 
assistance. The deadline for returning all 15 completed questionnaires is 
Friday, February 27. 1987. 
If for some reason your district decides not to participate, please notify 
Wayne as soon as possible and return the survey packets. A replacement 
district will be located. 
Questions concerning this project should be addressed to Wayne at 515/288-1991. 
Each participating district will receive a report of the findings listing the 
evaluation items and corresponding discrimination power. Thank you for your 
consideration. 
Sincerely 
Kelly Schlapkohl T. E. Davidson 
Executive Director 
Iowa Association of School Boards 
Executive Director 
Iowa Association of School Administrators 
Richard P. Manatt 
Professional Studies 
Wayne'^J. 'Lueders 
Associate Executive Director 
Iowa Association of School Boards Professor in Charge 
Iowa State University 
Enclosures 
CC: Board President 
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Outline of Presentation 
1. Place the item on the Board's agenda and on the administrative team's 
agenda for discussion at the next meeting: "Request to participate 
in Superintendent Evaluation Study." If a monthly board meeting is 
not convenient please discuss the project with your board president 
and possibly distribute the packets directly to individual board 
members. 
2. Distribute the packets and review the general purpose of the study as 
presented in the cover letter to the superintendent. 
3. The following statement contained in the fourth paragraph of the 
"Introduction" should be pointed out and reviewed with board and 
administrative team members and any other group or individual 
contacted to participate in the study: 
"Because this is human subjects research you have the right to refuse 
to participate. Your submitting a completed questionnaire rating 
sheet will be construed as a modified consent to participate." 
4. Decide whether the board and administrative team wish to participate 
in the study. It is important to have fifteen (15) raters including 
the seven board members participate or the research results may be 
jeopardized. 
5. Have each person complete the questionnaire individually. 
6. Return completed answer sheets to the board secretary as soon as 
possible. 
7. Have the board secretary mail all fifteen (15) forms in the enclosed 
stamped, return envelope to Wayne Lueders. Deadline for return of 
all questionnaires is Friday. February 27. 1987. PLEASE DO NOT FOLD 
THE ANSWER SHEETS. 
8. If the decision is made not to participate in the research project, 
please return all fifteen (15) questionnaires and answer sheets at 
your earliest convenience. 
9. Research results concerning the pool of identified items will be 
distributed to all participating districts. Individual and district 
responses will remain confidential. 
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INTRODUCTION; 
Improving the evaluation system for superintendents can play an important 
role in improving and reinforcing the performance of superintendents and in 
turn assist the board in achieving its established goals. 
Your assistance is needed. Representatives from 36 selected school 
districts throughout the midwest are being asked to complete the attached 
questionnaire. The research design requires fifteen (15) people consisting of 
seven board members, the superintendent, members of the administrative team 
and, if needed to complete the total of 15, other individuals mutually 
selected by the superintendent and board president, to respond to items listed 
in the questionnaire. Responses to this questionnaire will be carefully 
analyzed to identify appraisal criteria which discriminate or show a 
difference among superintendents performance. The research results on 
discriminating items will be made available to board members and 
superintendents as a resource to be used to develop written performance 
evaluation instruments at the local level. 
The questionnaire is designed to analyze the discrimination power of 
individual items. The questionnaire is not intended to assess the relative 
value of each item or to specifically evaluate your superintendent's 
performance. The items listed in the questionnaire are those contained in 
many evaluation forms currently in existence. Your candid assessment of the 
superintendent's performance will provide a means to analyze each item. This 
is not an evaluation of the superintendent. 
Because this is a human subjects research you have the right to refuse to 
participate. Your submitting of a completed answer sheet will be construed as 
a modified consent to participate. 
Your responses will be treated confidentially. Every precaution will be 
taken to prevent disclosure of individual or district responses. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS IMPORTANT TASK 
(over) 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE OUESTIONNAIRE: 
1. Think of your superintendent as you respond to each statement. 
2. Carefully determine whether you are able to accurately judge the 
superintendent performance in each of the given items. 
3. Use a No. 2, soft lead pencil to mark your response. 
4. Mark only one response per item on the answer sheet. 
5. Do not enter your name on the answer sheet. 
6. Print your current position title: "BOARD MEMBER", "SUPERINTENDENT", 
"ADMINISTRATOR", or "OTHER" in the blank spaces under the title "NAME" in 
the upper left corner of the answer sheet. See insert below: 
NAME (Last, First. M.l.) 
B R rr\ 
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o b b o C  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ® 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 r  
You do not need to fill 
in the circles under the 
letters. 
7. Please complete the box titled, "SEX". 
8. Please read and respond to each questionnaire item individually, without 
discussion with anyone else. The rating scale is explained below. 
9. When you complete the questionnaire, return the answer sheet to the board 
secretary who will collect all completed forms and return them for 
processing to Wayne Lueders, Insurance Exchange Building #927, 505 5th 
Avenue, Des Moines, Iowa 50309-2316. 
10. PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET I 
11. RATING SCALE; For each item, please blacken in the corresponding number 
on your answer sheet which most accurately describes your judgment of the 
superintendent's performance on the item. Mark only one response per 
item. Use a No. 2 pencil. 
Definition of Rating Rating 
Never or strongly disagree 1 
Seldom or disagree 2 
Sometimes or neither agree or disagree 3 
Often or agree 4 
Always or strongly agree 5 
Unable to observe NO RESPONSE 
(NO MARK IS ENTERED) 
EXAMPLE: 
1. Provides verbal communication which is clear, 
concise and positive. 12 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 
2. Seldom or disagree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree 
4. Often or agree 
5. Always or strongly agree 
Unable to observe (no mark) 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Provides verbal communication which is 
clear, concise and positive. 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and per­
sistence needed to accomplish goals 
and objectives. 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations 
while continuing to function in a pro­
fessional manner. 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a 
clear, accurate, logical manner. 12 3 4 5 
5. Distinguishes between prime problems 
and trivialities. 12 3 4 5 
6. Demonstrates effective listening 
skills. 12 3 4 5 
7. Supports people who are responsible 
to the superintendent. 
8. Decisions are well defined, objective, 
timely and lead to successful and 
practical results. 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy 
to the job. 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration and courtesy. 1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark.) 
11. Demonstrates fairness and impartiality 
in all personnel matters. 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, practices 
and personnel. 12 3 4 5 
13. Demonstrates courage in making 
recommendations and providing friendly 
constructive criticism. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members 
of the Board of Directors, administrative 
team, teachers, students, and parents. 12 3 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and en­
thusiasm among those in contact with 
the superintendent. 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at 
appropriate times. 
17. Earns respect of professional staff 
members, students, community and 
others with whom the superintendent 
works. 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm toward 
work. 
19. Adjusts rapidly to changes in plans 
and procedures. 
20. Demonstrates appropriate grooming 
and attire. 1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark) 
21. Demonstrates thorough knowledge and 
understanding of the role of 
superintendent. 12 3 4 5 
22. Shows a willingness to try new 
approaches or methods. 12 3 4 5 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the 
problems that exist at the school board 
level. 12 3 4 5 
II. IMPROVING THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
25. Provides positive, responsible leadership 
for coordination, development and support 
of the educational program. 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and 
articulation of instruction throughout 
the district. 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for 
courses of study and graduation require­
ments in the district. 
28. Organizes a planned program of 
curriculum evaluation and assessment. 
29. Participates with staff, board and 
community in studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement 
educational innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which improve the 
educational program. 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark) 
31. Directs the recommendation and dis­
semination of the latest developments 
in curriculum, materials and instruc­
tional technology to meet the needs 
of the students. 1 2 3 4 S 
32. Promotes staff development activities 
appropriate to meet the goals of the 
district and staff. 12 3 4 5 
33. Effectively implements and monitors the 
performance evaluation systems for 
all district personnel. 12 3 4 5 
34. Encourages high personal expectations 
in the performance of all personnel 
and students. 12 3 4 5 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize 
staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district 
goals. 12 3 4 5 
36. Serves as an effective leader for 
the administrative team. 12 3 4 5 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between 
the board and administrative team. 12 3 4 5 
. WORKING WITH THE BOARD 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions and general operations of 
the school system. 12 3 4 5 
39. Provides effective assistance and 
guidance to the board in development 
and maintenance of current board 
policies. 12 3 4 5 
40. Offers professional advice to the board 
on all matters requiring board action, 
placing before the board such facts and 
quality information as needed to make 
informed decisions. 12 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark) 
41. Effectively plans, prepares and dis­
tributes written school board meeting 
agendas and supporting material on a 
timely basis prior to each meeting. 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures and actions of the board 
to the public and staff. 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy 
in reports to the board. 
44. Treats board members in an unbiased 
and impartial manner. 
45. Strives to create and maintain a 
harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among 
board members and superintendent 
46. Encourages board members to read 
publications and attend appropriate 
educational inservice meetings. 
IV. DEVELOPING STAFF PERSONNEL 
47. Recruits, hires and assigns highly 
qualified personnel based on written 
application and job descriptions. 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility 
among staff members. 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and advice 
of appropriate staff. 
50. Delegates authority consistent with the 
capabilities and positions of personnel. 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark.) 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the 
ultimate responsibility for the decision 
of the district's staff. 12 3 4 5 
52. Recommends to the board economic 
settlement levels for collective 
bargaining and meet-and-confer groups 
which are in the best interest of 
the district. 12 3 4 5 
53. Administers personnel policies and 
negotiated contract language in a firm 
and impartial manner treating all staff 
fairly. 
54. Demonstrates positive professional re­
lationship with district personnel. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and co-
hesiveness among all employees. 
56. Encourages participation of appropriate 
staff members and groups in planning 
procedures and policy interpretation. 
57. Encourages research and creativity 
among employees. 
V. MANAGING OPERATIONS 
58. Provides accurate projections and 
preparation of the annual budget 
based on the goals and objectives 
of the board. 12 3 4 5 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of 
the budget as provided by board 
policy and accounting procedures. 12 3 4 5 
60. Oversees and administers the safe 
and proper use of district facilities 
and resources. 12 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mark) 
61. Provides for utilization and devel­
opment of appropriate sources of 
revenue. 12 3 4 5 
62. Supervises the efficient maintenance 
of school records including financial 
reports, personnel records and 
official documents including the 
board policy manual. 12 3 4 5 
63. Effectively organizes all support 
services, including transportation, 
maintenance and clerical, necessary to 
facilitate effective student learning. 12 3 4 5 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist 
the board in the process of planning 
long and short range goals. 12 3 4 5 
65. Develops and implements plans to 
attain goals which includes progress 
reports to the board. 12 3 4 5 
66. Provides for advanced planning and 
building utilization making recom­
mendations on renovations, closings, 
construction and attendance boundaries. 12 3 4 5 
67. Ensures compliance of board policy 
relating to the district's operations 
and the state and federal laws, rules 
and regulations. 12 3 4 5 
. WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
68. Establishes and maintains a program of 
public relations to keep the public 
informed about policies, practices, 
goals, problems and accomplishments 
of the district's schools. 12 3 4 5 
69. Exercises leadership in the development 
and execution of positive school-
community relations program. 12 3 4 5 
70. Effectively represents the district 
and its board in its interactions 
with other school systems and 
institutions. .1 2 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 
2. Seldom or disagree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree 
4. Often or agree 
5. Always or strongly agree 
Unable to observe (no mark) 
71. 
72, 
73. 
74. 
75. 
Solicits parent and community input 
and commitment to district goals, 
policies and programs. 
Establishes open communication with 
students, staff and parents. 
Solicits and gives attention to 
problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. 
Maintains communications with city 
officials and developers to maximize 
long-range planning. 
Strives to develop cooperative 
and effective relationships with 
news media. 
76. Presents a positive image of the 
school by participation in community 
life and activities. 
77. Gains respect and support of the 
community on the conduct of the 
school operations. 
78. Strives to build effective relation­
ships between business, industry and 
the school district. 
79. Maintains liaison with state and 
federal legislators in an effort 
to accomplish legislation for 
school improvement. 
VII. PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose 
of better serving the district and 
public education. 12 3 4 5 
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1. Never or strongly disagree 4. Often or agree 
2. Seldom or disagree 5. Always or strongly agree 
3. Sometimes or neither agree or disagree Unable to observe (no mack) 
81. Strives to keep current on educational 
trends. 
82. Participates in professional growth 
activities. 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty and integrity in all personal 
and professional matters. 
84. Earns respect and standing among 
professional colleagues. 
85. Possesses and maintains the health and 
energy necessary to meeting the respon­
sibility of the position. 
86. Maintains a firm belief that public 
schools are operated for the benefit 
of the children 
87. Makes candid observations and inquiries 
when given opportunity to express honest 
opinion. 
VIII. BOARD MEMBER DECISIONMAKING PRACTICES 
TO BE ANSWERED BY BOARD MEMBERS ONLY 
88. When a problem first arises, members 
of a board often find that they dis­
agree about the best course of action. 12 3 4 5 
89. When the school board disagrees on 
issues there is, more or less, the 
same division on the board. 12 3 4 5 
90. Some board members seem to stick 
together from one issue to the next. 12 3 4 5 
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Percentage of Subjects Responding to Each Item 
Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Provides verbal communication 
which is clear, concise, and 
positive. 4.19(450) 99.8 4.14(160) 99.4 
2. Demonstrates the initiative 
and persistence needed to 
accomplish goals and 
objectives. 4.37(449) 99.6 4.24(160) 99.4 
3. Maintains poise in stressful 
situations while continuing 
to function in a professional 
manner. 
4. Demonstrates ability to 
write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 
5. Distinguishes between prime 
problems and trivialities. 
6. Demonstrates effective 
listening skills. 
7. Supports people who are 
responsible to the 
superintendent. 
8. Decisions are well-defined, 
objective, timely, and lead 
to successful and practical 
results. 
9. Effectively devotes time 
and energy to the job. 
4.24(448) 99.3 
4.30(442) 98.0 
4.14(448) 99.3 
4.12(449) 99.6 
4.37(443) 98.2 
3.99(446) 98.9 
4.51(449) 99.6 
4.01(158) 98.1 
4.27(159) 98.7 
4.03(160) 99.4 
3.91(161) 100.0 
4.28(155) 96.3 
3.82(158) 98.1 
4.34(161) 100.0 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
10. Demonstrates patience, 
understanding, considera­
tion, and courtesy. 
11. Demonstrates fairness and 
impartiality in all 
personnel matters. 
12. Objectively evaluates 
programs, practices, 
and personnel. 
13. Demonstrates courage in 
making recommendations and 
providing friendly 
constructive criticism. 
14. Demonstrates ability to 
work with members of the 
Board of Directors, 
administrative team, 
teachers, students, and 
parents. 
15. Creates a feeling of unity 
and enthusiasm among those 
in contact with the 
superintendent. 
16. Demonstrates a sense of 
humor at appropriate times. 
17. Earns respect of professional 
staff members, students, 
community, and others with 
whom the superintendent 
works. 
18. Shows interest and 
enthusiasm toward work. 
4.16(451) 100.0 3.99(151) 100.0 
3.98(428) 
4.00(435) 
4.09(447) 
3.94(442) 
4.16(451) 
4.14(446) 
4,53(450) 
94.9 3.83(147) 91.3 
96.5 3.88(151) 93.8 
99.1 3.88(158) 98.1 
4.33(449) 99.6 4.09(161) 100.0 
98.0 3.79(155) 96.3 
100.0 3.96(161) 100.0 
98.9 4.00(158) 98.1 
99.8 4.38(161) 100.0 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
19. Adjusts rapidly to 
changes in plans and 
procedures. 
20. Demonstrates appropriate 
grooming and attire. 
21. Demonstrates thorough 
knowledge and understand­
ing of the role of 
superintendent. 
4.01(433) 96.0 3.80(155) 96.3 
4.70(449) 99.6 4.65(161) 100.0 
4.47(448) 99.3 4.38(160) 99.4 
22. Shows a willingness to try 
new approaches or methods. 
23. Functions effectively 
under pressure. 
4.14(443) 98.2 3.93(159) 98.7 
4.09(444) 98.4 3.86(157) 97.5 
24. Demonstrates an under­
standing of the problems 
that exist at the school 
board level. 4.35(441) 97.8 4.16(161) 100.0 
II. IMPROVING THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
25. Provides positive, 
responsible leadership 
for coordination, develop­
ment, and support of the 
educational program. 4.29(444) 98.4 4.20(159) 98.7 
26. Provides a meaningful 
organization and 
articulation of instruc­
tion throughout the 
district. 4.01(424) 94.0 4.02(146) 90.4 
27. Monitors and makes 
recommendations for courses 
of study and graduation 
requirements in the 
district. 3.95(409) 90.7 3.89(152) 94.4 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) CN=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
28. Organizes a planned program 
of curriculum evaluation 
and assessment. 
29. Participates with staff, 
board, and community in 
studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 
30. Demonstrates the ability 
to implement educational 
innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which 
improve the educational 
program. 
31. Directs the recommendation 
and dissemination of the 
latest developments in 
curriculum, materials, and 
instructional technology to 
meet the needs of the 
students. 
32. Promotes staff development 
activities appropriate to 
meet the goals of the 
district and staff. 
33. Effectively implements and 
monitors the performance 
evaluation systems for all 
district personnel. 
34. Encourages high personal 
expectations in the 
performance of all personnel 
and students. 
3.96(423) 93.8 3.88(153) 95.0 
4.03(435) 96.5 4.03(156) 96.9 
4.02(435) 96.5 3.91(156) 96.9 
3.87(414) 91.8 3.79(142) 88.2 
4.20(441) 97.8 4.13(157) 97.5 
3.91(421) 93.3 3.73(142) 88.2 
4.20(436) 96.7 3.97(151) 93.8 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
35. Demonstrates ability to 
organize staff for smooth 
and efficient operations 
while attaining district 
goals. 
36. Serves as an effective 
leader for the administra­
tive team. 
4.12(441) 97.8 4.01(155) 96.3 
4.38(445) 98.7 4.21(158) 98.1 
37. Promotes a feeling of team­
work between the board 
and administrative team. 4.14(440) 97.6 4.01(161) 100.0 
III. WORKING WITH THE BOARD 
38. Keeps the board informed on 
problems, solutions, and 
general operations of the 
school system. 
39. Provides effective 
assistance and guidance 
to the board in develop­
ment and maintenance of 
current board policies. 
40. Offers professional advice 
to the board on all matters 
requiring board action, 
placing before the board 
such facts and quality 
information as needed to 
make informed decisions. 
41. Effectively plans, prepares, 
and distributes written 
school board meeting agendas 
and supporting material on a 
timely basis prior to each 
meeting. 
4.39(433) 96.0 4.13(161) 100.0 
4.41(427) 94.7 4.23(160) 99.4 
4.42(433) 96.0 4.16(161) 100.0 
4.65(435) 96.5 4.52(161) 100.0 
190 
Item number and item 
Percent of responding subjects 
7 Rater groups 15 Rater groups 
Percent 
Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) 
Percent 
(N=161) 
42. Supports and implements 
policies, procedures, and 
actions of the board to the 
public and staff. 
43. Demonstrates promptness and 
accuracy in reports to the 
board. 
4.49(440) 97.6 4.31(159) 98.7 
4.49(425) 94.2 4.30(160) 99.4 
44. Treats board members in an 
unbiased and impartial 
manner. 4.26(419) 92.9 4.08(160) 99.4 
45. Strives to create and main­
tain a harmonious and 
trustworthy working 
relationship between and 
among board members and 
superintendent. 4.45(431) 
46. Encourages board members to 
read publications and attend 
appropriate educational in-
service meetings. 
IV. DEVELOPING STAFF PERSONNEL 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns 
highly qualified personnel 
based on written application 
and job descriptions. 
48. Maintains clear lines of 
responsibility among staff 
members. 4.08(427) 
95.6 4.21(160) 99.4 
4.38(422) 93.6 4.24(161) 100.0 
4.15(408) 90.5 3.91(141) 87.6 
94.7 3.97(149) 92.5 
49. Makes decisions with counsel 
and advice of appropriate 
staff. 4.12(420) 93.1 4.01(145) 90.1 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and Item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
50. Delegates authority consistent 
with the capabilities and 
positions of personnel. 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept 
the ultimate responsibility 
for the decision of the 
district's staff. 
52. Recommends to the board 
economic settlement levels 
for collective bargaining 
and meet-and-confer groups 
which are in the best 
interest of the district. 
53. Administers personnel policies 
and negotiated contract 
language in a firm and 
impartial manner treating 
all staff fairly. 
54. Demonstrates positive 
professional relationship 
with district personnel. 
55. Seeks to foster high 
morale and coheslveness 
among all employees. 
56. Encourages participation 
of appropriate staff 
members and groups in 
planning procedures and 
policy Interpretation. 
57. Encourages research and 
creativity among employees. 
4.12(420) 93.1 4.01(145) 90.1 
4.35(433) 96.0 4.20(154) 95.6 
4.38(431) 95.6 4.24(156) 96.9 
4.31(416) 92.2 4.10(143) 88.8 
4.34(438) 97.1 4.24(152) 94.4 
4.19(441) 97.8 3.99(153) 95.0 
4.23(430) 95.1 4.07(147) 91.3 
4.00(411) 91.1 3.90(136) 84.5 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and Item • Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
V. MANAGING OPERATIONS 
58. Provides accurate projections 
and preparation of the 
annual budget based on the 
goals and objectives of the 
board. 4.45(422) 93.6 4.35(155) 96.3 
59. Effectively monitors the 
execution of the budget as 
provided by board policy 
and accounting procedures. 
60. Oversees and administers the 
safe and proper use of 
district facilities and 
resources. 
61. Provides for utilization and 
development of appropriate 
sources of revenue. 
62. Supervises the efficient 
maintenance of school 
records including financial 
reports, personnel records, 
and official documents 
including the board policy 
manual. 
4.42(426) 94.5 4.31(158) 98.1 
4.33(436) 96.7 4.23(158) 98.1 
4.36(434) 96.2 4.27(160) 99.4 
4.35(424) 94.0 4.23(156) 96.9 
63. Effectively organizes all 
support services. Including 
transportation, maintenance, 
and clerical, necessary to 
facilitate effective student 
learning. 4.27(431) 95.6 4.23(153) 95.0 
64. Provides leadership skills 
to assist the board in the 
process of planning long-
and short-range goals. 4.36(439) 97.3 4.19(160) 99.4 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and Item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
65. Develops and implements 
plans to attain goals 
which include progress 
reports to the board. 4.28(432) 95.8 4.08(160) 99.4 
66. Provides for advanced 
planning and building 
utilization making 
recommendations on 
renovations, closings, 
construction, and 
attendance boundaries. 4.35(436) 96.7 4.13(154) 95.6 
67. Ensures compliance of 
board policy relating to 
the district's operations 
and the state and federal 
laws, rules, and 
regulations. 4.52(438) 97.1 4.42(159) 98.7 
VI; WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
68. Establishes and maintains a 
program of public relations 
to keep the public informed 
about policies, practices, 
goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the 
district's schools. 4.06(446) 98.9 3.81(157) 97.5 
69. Exercises leadership in the 
development and execution of 
positive school-community 
relations program. 4.12(444) 98.4 3.88(156) 96.9 
70. Effectively represents the 
district and its board in its 
interactions with other school 
systems and institutions. 4.40(438) 97.1 4.21(156) 96.9 
194 
Item number and item 
Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 
Percent 
Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) 
7 Rater groups 
Percent 
(N=161) 
71. Solicits parent and 
community input and 
commitment to district 
goals, policies, and 
programs. 
72. Establishes open communica­
tion with students, staff, 
and parents. 
73. Solicits and gives atten­
tion to problems and 
opinions of all groups and 
individuals. 
4.02(445) 98.7 3.82(158) 98.1 
4.07(446) 98.9 3.73(157) 97.5 
3.92(441) 97.8 3.62(155) 96.3 
74. Maintains communications 
with city officials and 
developers to maximize 
long-range planning. 
75. Strives to develop 
cooperative and effective 
relationships with news 
media. 
4.08(406) 90.0 3.88(146) 90.7 
4.22(428) 94.9 4.06(155) 96.3 
76. Presents a positive image 
of the school by participa­
tion in community life and 
activities. 4.24(437) 96.9 4.11(157) 97.5 
77. Gains respect and support 
of the community on the 
conduct of the school 
operations. 
78. Strives to build effective 
relationships between 
business, industry, and the 
school district. 
4.17(442) 98.0 3.96(156) 96.9 
4.18(425) 94.2 3.98(153) 95.0 
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Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and Item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
79. Maintains liaison with 
state and federal legislators 
in an effort to accomplish 
legislation for school 
improvement. 4.21(415) 92.0 3.96(152) 94.4 
VII. PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
80. Actively participates in 
professional organizations 
with the express purpose 
of better serving the 
district and public 
education. 
81. Strives to keep current on 
educational trends. 
82. Participates in professional 
growth activities. 
83. Maintains high standards 
of ethics, honesty, and 
integrity In all personal 
and professional matters. 
84. Earns respect and standing 
among professional 
colleagues. 
85. Possesses and maintains 
the health and energy 
necessary to meeting the 
responsibility of the 
position. 
86. Maintains a firm belief 
that public schools are 
operated for the benefit 
of the children. 
4.33(423) 93.8 4.14(151) 93.8 
4.44(436) 96.7 4.33(155) 96.3 
4.36(411) 91.1 4.20(141) 87.6 
4.46(441) 97.8 4.27(156) 96.9 
4.37(424) 94.0 4.17(146) 90.7 
4.49(445) 98.7 4.34(158) 98.1 
4.63(443) 98.2 4.48(160) 99.4 
196 
Percent of responding subjects 
15 Rater groups 7 Rater groups 
Percent Percent 
Item number and item Mean (N) (N=451) Mean (N) (N=161) 
87. Makes candid observations 
and Inquiries when given 
opportunity to express 
honest opinion. 4.31(438) 97.1 4.06(158) 98.1 
VIII. BOARD MEMBER DECISION MAKING PRACTICES 
(TO BE ANSWERED BY BOARD MEMBERS ONLY) 
88. When a problem first arises, 
members of a board often 
find that they disagree 
about the best course of 
action. 
89. When the school board 
disagrees on issues, 
there is, more or less, 
the same division on the 
board. 
90. Some board members seem 
to stick together from 
one issue to the next. 
I 
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APPENDIX C. 
SUMMARY ANOVA F RATIOS AND DUNCAN RANGE TESTS 
FOR SELECTED TABLES BASED ON 71 DISCRIMINATING ITEMS 
REPORTED BY DISTRICT ENROLLMENT SIZE, POSITION, AND BOARD COHESION 
Summary ANOVA F Ratios and Duncan Range Tests 
for Selected Tables Based on 71 Discriminating Items 
Reported by District Enrollment Size, Position, and Board Cohesion 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Item Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
number Item statistic size code^ code^ size code& codeC 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Provides verbal communication which is F ratio 1.40 .06 4.91**^ 1.56 
clear, concise, and positive. Duncan 1-2® 
2. Demonstrates the initiative and 
persistence needed to accomplish goals 
and objectives. F ratio .06 .75 2.20 .90 
^Code: 1=<999; 2=1,000-2,999; 3=>3,000. 
Code: B=Board; S=Superintendent; A=Admini s trat ion; K=Knowledgeable others. 
jCode: C=Consensual; F=Factional; P=Pluralistic. 
The critical F value for; Table 8 - With 2 and approximately 400 degrees of freedom at .05 
level is 3.02 (*) and at the .01 level is 4.66 (**); Table 10 - With 3 and approximately 400 
degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 2.62 (*) and at the .01 level is 3.83 (**); Tables 16 and 18 -
With 2 and ^150 degrees of freedom at the .05 level is 3.06 (*) and at the .01 level is 4.75 (**). 
A Duncan Multiple Range Test (91) was conducted on all items in which a significant difference 
was calculated by use of the ANOVA. In every case the group which reported the smaller mean value 
appears first followed by a dash (-), followed by the group with the significant larger mean. The 
multiple range test was reported in columns 1 through 4 immediately below a significantly large F 
ratio. 
Item 
number Item 
3. Maintains poise in stressful situations 
while continuing to function in a pro­
fessional manner. 
4. Demonstrates ability to write in a clear, 
accurate, logical manner. 
5. Distinguishes between prime problems and 
trivialities. 
6. Demonstrates effective listening skills. 
8. Decisions are well-defined, objective, 
timely, and lead to successful and 
practical results. 
9. Effectively devotes time and energy to 
the job. 
10. Demonstrates patience, understanding, 
consideration, and courtesy. 
12. Objectively evaluates programs, practices, 
and personnel. 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 TablelS 
District District Board 
Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
statistic size code code size code code 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
2.29 
7.62** 
1-3,2-3 
5.69** 
B—A,B—S 
1.07 
.69 
12.28** 
1-2,1-3 
4.26* 
C-P 
.08 
F ratio 
F ratio 
Duncan 
1.75 
4.84** 
1-2,1-3 
.96 
3.15* 
B-A 
Non-discriminating 
Non-discriminating 
VO 
VO 
F ratio 
F ratio 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
3.01 
1.66 
5.14** 
1-3 
1.70 
1.22 
2 .21 
1.59 
.85 
1.93 
3.25* 
1-3 
1.87 
3.79* 
1-2,1-3 
.63 
1.44 
6.85** 
F-P,C-P 
1.02 
Item 
number Item 
13. Demonstrates courage in making recommenda­
tions and providing friendly constructive 
criticism. 
14. Demonstrates ability to work with members 
of the Board of Directors, administrative 
team, teachers, students, and parents. 
15. Creates a feeling of unity and enthusiasm 
among those in contact with the 
superintendent. 
16. Demonstrates a sense of humor at 
appropriate times. 
17. Earns respect of professional staff 
members, students, community, and others 
with whom the superintendent works. 
18. Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work. 
19. Adjusts rapidly to change in plans and 
procedures. 
22. Shows a willingness to try new approaches 
or methods. 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
statistic size code code size code code 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
1.71 
5.02** 
1-2, 
1-3 
3.06* 
B-S 
5.01** 
B-KO,B-A 
B-S 
3.37* 
1-3,1-2 
2.44 
.05 
2.96 
F ratio .72 .97 2.32 2.48 
ro 
O 
O 
F ratio 5.03** 4.66** Non-discriminating 
Duncan 1-2 B-A 
F ratio 
Duncan 
4.58* 
1-2 
1.19 3.01 1 .61  
F ratio 
Duncan 
.78 2.84* 
B-KO 
2.68 3.11* 
C-P 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
4.19* 
1-2,1-3 
5.90** 
1-3 
3.38* 
B-A 
2.32 
Non-discriminating 
4.74** 
1-2,1-3 
1.40 
Item 
number Item 
23. Functions effectively under pressure. 
24. Demonstrates an understanding of the 
problems that exist at the school board 
level. 
II. IMPROVING THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 
25. Provides positive, responsible leadership 
for coordination, development, and support 
of the educational program. 
26. Provides a meaningful organization and 
articulation of instruction throughout 
the district. 
27. Monitors and makes recommendations for 
courses of study and graduation require­
ments in the district. 
28. Organizes a planned program of curriculum 
evaluation and assessment. 
29. Participates with staff, board, and 
community in studying and developing 
curriculum improvements. 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
statistic size code code size code code 
F ratiio 1.00 4.43** .98 2.53 
Duncan B-A 
F ratio 4.31* 4.56** Non-discriminating 
Duncan 1-2 B-A 
F ratio 1.91 .17 3.43* .43 
Duncan 1-3 
F ratio 1.05 1.37 Non-discriminating 
F ratio .70 1.44 1.82 .01 
F ratio 1.02 .36 2.40 .20 
F ratio .50 2.31 1.21 1.18 
Item 
number Item 
Row 
statistic 
30. Demonstrates the ability to implement 
educational innovations and successful 
curriculum changes which improve the F ratio 
educational program. Duncan 
31. Directs the recommendation and 
dissemination of the latest developments 
in curriculum, materials, and instructional 
technology to meet the needs of the 
students. 
32. Promotes staff development activities 
appropriate to meet the goals of the 
district and staff. 
33. Effectively implements and monitors the 
performance evaluation systems for all 
district personnel. 
34. Encourages high personal expectations in 
the performance of all personnel and 
students. 
35. Demonstrates ability to organize staff for 
smooth and efficient operations while 
attaining district goals. F ratio 
F ratio 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
Duncan 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District 
enrollment Positions 
size code code 
District Board 
enrollment cohesion 
size code code 
.80 .95 4.85** 
1-2,1-3 
.24 
.46 1.80 Non-discriminating 
4.72** .17 5.93** .44 
1-3 1-3 
.97 .37 5.61** .54 
1-3,1-2 
6.15** 
1-2,1-3 
2.75* 
B-A 
9.69** 
1-2,1-3 
1.47 
1.37 .36 1.46 .36 
Item Row 
number Item statistic 
36. Serves as an effective leader for the F ratio 
administrative team. Duncan 
37. Promotes a feeling of teamwork between F ratio 
the board and administrative team. Duncan 
III. WORKING WITH THE BOARD 
38. Keeps the board informed on problems, 
solutions, and general operations of the F ratio 
school system. Duncan 
39. Provides effective assistance and guidance 
to the board in development and maintenance F ratio 
of current board policies. Duncan 
40. Offers professional advice to the board on 
all matters requiring board action, placing 
before the board such facts and quality 
information as needed to make informed F ratio 
decisions. Duncan 
42. Supports and implements policies, 
procedures, and actions of the board to F ratio 
the public and staff. Duncan 
43. Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in F ratio 
reports to the board. Duncan 
Selected tables 
^Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
size code code size code code 
3.75* .93 
1-2 
2.48 .26 
4.16* .61 
1-2 
3.42* 1.55 
1-2 
5.22** 6.46** 6.99* .20 
1-2,3-2 B-KO,B-A 1-2,3-2 
3.62* 5.38** Non-discriminating 
1-2 B-A,B-KO 
8.26** 7.35** 7.02** .41 
1-2,3-2 B-KO,B-A 1-2 
5.77** 5.28** Non-discriminating 
1-2,1-3 B-KO,B-A 
.71 4.66** Non-discriminating 
B-A,B—KO 
Item 
number Item 
Row 
statistic 
45. Strives to create and maintain a harmonious 
and trustworthy working relationship 
between and among board members and F ratio 
superintendent. Duncan 
46. Encourages board members to read publica­
tions and attend appropriate educational F ratio 
inservice meetings. Duncan 
IV. DEVELOPING STAFF PERSONNEL 
47. Recruits, hires, and assigns highly 
qualified personnel based on written 
application and job descriptions. 
48. Maintains clear lines of responsibility 
among staff members. 
F ratio 
Duncan 
F ratio 
49. Makes decisions with counsel and advice F ratio 
of appropriate staff. Duncan 
51. Demonstrates ability to accept the 
ultimate responsibility for the decision 
of the district's staff. F ratio 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
size code code size code code 
6.03** 4.79** 4.06* .48 
1-2,3-2 B-KO,B-A 1-2 
1.00 3.92** Non-discriminating 
B-A,B-KO 
1.03 3.66** Non-discriminating 
B-A,B-S 
.39 .44 Non-discriminating 
3.18* 1.40 8.43** 1.10 
1-3,1-2 1-2,1-3 
2.99 1.68 Non-discriminating 
Item 
number Item 
52. Recommends to the board economic settle­
ment levels for collective bargaining and 
meet-and-confer groups which are in the 
best interest of the district. 
54. Demonstrates positive professional 
relationship with district personnel. 
55. Seeks to foster high morale and cohesive-
ness among all employees. 
56. Encourages participation of appropriate 
staff members and groups in planning 
procedures and policy interpretation. 
57. Encourages research and creativity 
among employees. 
V. MANAGING OPERATIONS 
59. Effectively monitors the execution of the 
budget as provided by board policy and 
accounting procedures. 
64. Provides leadership skills to assist the 
board in the process of planning long- and 
short-range goals. 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
Row 
statistic 
District 
enrollment 
size code 
Positions 
code 
District Board 
enrollment cohesion 
size code code 
F ratio 2.86 1.74 Non-discriminating 
F ratio 
F ratio 
Duncan 
2.52 
4.72* 
1-3 
1.61 
5.45** 
KO-A,KO-S 
1.24 
2.79 
2.16 
2.53 
bO 
O 
Ul 
F ratio 3.16* 1.19 3.11* .50 
Duncan 1-3 1-3 
F ratio 8.91** 1.36 6.61** .17 
Duncan 1-3,2-3 1-2,1-3 
F ratio 7.08** 3.58* Non-discriminating 
Duncan 3-1,3-2 B-A,A-KO 
F ratio 
Duncan 
6.23** 
1-3,1-2 
2.94* 5.70** .54 
B-A 1-3,1-2 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Item Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
number Item statistic size code code size code code 
65. Develops and implements plans to attain 
goals which include progress reports to F ratio 
the board. Duncan 
66. Provides for advanced planning and build­
ing utilization making recommendations on F ratio 
renovations, closings, construction, and Duncan 
attendance boundaries. 
3.37* 3.47* Non-discriminating 
1-2,1-3 B-A 
1.23 4.69** Non-discriminating 
B—KO,B—A 
B-S 
VI. WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
68. Establishes and maintains a program of 
public relations to keep the public 
informed about policies, practices, 
goals, problems, and accomplishments of F ratio 1.57 4.17** 
the district's schools. Duncan B-A 
69. Exercises leadership in the development 
and execution of positive school-community F ratio 
relations program. Duncan 
70. Effectively represents the district and 
its board in its interactions with other F ratio 8.70** 
school systems and institutions. Duncan 1-3,1-2 
71. Solicits parent and community input and 
commitment to district goals, policies, F ratio 7.60** 4.00** 
and programs. Duncan 1-3,2-3 B-A 
1.45 3.38* 
F-G,F-P 
11.46** 5.08** 6.96** 3.75* 
1-2,1-3 B-A 1-2,1-3 F-P 
6.25** Non-discriminating 
B-A,KG—A 
6.39** 2.72 
1-3,2-3 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Item Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
number Item statistic size code code size code code 
72. Establishes open communication with F ratio 5.70** 8.96** 3.75* 3.08* 
students, staff, and parents. Duncan 1-2,1-3 B-KO,B-A 1-2,1-3 C-P 
B-S 
73. Solicits and gives attention to problems F ratio 4.91** 9.00** 1.09 2.20 
and opinions of all groups and individuals. Duncan 1-3 B-S,B-A 
A-KO 
74. Maintains communications with city 
officials and developers to maximize F ratio 9.99** 3.15* 5.73** 1.55 
long-range planning. Duncan 1-3,1-2 B-A 1-2,1-3 
75. Strives to develop cooperative and F ratio 5.36** 3.22* 7.24** 1.72 
effective relationships with news media. Duncan 1-3,1-2 B-A,B-S 1-3,1-2 
76. Presents a positive image of the school by 
participation in community life and F ratio 7.10** 1.66 3.38* .88 
activities. Duncan 1-3,1-2 1-2 
77. Gains respect and support of the community F ratio 4.50* 2.03 3.48* 3.43* 
on the conduct of the school operations. Duncan 1-3,1-2 1-3,1-2 C-P 
78. Strives to build effective relationships 
between business, industry, and the school F ratio 11.15** 4.13** 5.33** 2.48 
district. Duncan 1-2,1-3 B-A 1-3 
Selected tables 
Table 8 Table 10 Table 16 Table 18 
District District Board 
Item Row enrollment Positions enrollment cohesion 
number Item statistic size code code size code code 
79. Maintains liaison with state and federal 
legislators in an effort to accomplish F ratio 15.20** 5.37** 
legislation for school improvement. Duncan 1-2,1-3 B-A 
8.26** 1.72 
1-2,1-3 
VII. PROFESSIONAL AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 
80. Actively participates in professional 
organizations with the express purpose 
of better serving the district and public F ratio 8.12** 5.05** 
education. Duncan 1-3,1-2 B-A,B-S 
81. Strives to keep current on educational F ratio 1.84 1.20 
trends. Duncan 
6.43** 
1-3,1-2 
4.13& 
1-2,1-3 
1.72 
1.60 
83. Maintains high standards of ethics, 
honesty, and integrity in all personal F ratio 
and professional matters. Duncan 
3.52* 2.87* 
1-2,1-3 B—A 
3.04 2.96 
84. Earns respect and standing among 
professional colleagues. 
F ratio 
Duncan 
3.32* 
1-2 
2.06 2.38 1.40 
85- Possesses and maintains the health and 
energy necessary to meet the responsibility F ratio 3.72* 
of the position. Duncan 1-3 
2.24 2.39 5.28** 
C-P 
87. Makes candid observations and inquiries F ratio 
when given opportunity to express honest Duncan 
opinion. 
1.59 5.70** Non-discriminating 
B-A,B-KO 
B-S 
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Recommended Items for the Evaluation of 
Superintendents Based on 15 Raters 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
Demonstrates the initiative and persistence needed to accomplish goals 
and objectives. [2] 
Creates a feeling of unity and enthusiasm among those in contact with 
the superintendent. [15] 
Functions effectively under pressure. [23] 
Provides verbal communication which is clear, concise, and positive. 
[1]  
(Other Items to Consider) 
Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work. [18] 
Effectively devotes time and energy to the job. [9] 
Adjusts rapidly to change in plans and procedures. [19] 
Earns respect of professional staff members, students, community, and 
others with whom the superintendent works. [17] 
Demonstrates effective listening skills. [6] 
Demonstrates ability to work with members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, students, and parents. [14] 
Demonstrates a sense of humor at appropriate times. [16] 
Demonstrates patience, understanding, consideration, and courtesy. 
[ 1 0 ]  
Shows a willingness to try new approaches or methods. [22] 
II. PERFORMANCE FACTORS 
A. Improving the Educational Process 
Directs the recommendation and dissemination of the latest 
developments in curriculum, materials, and Instructional technology to 
meet the needs of the students. [31] 
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Participates with staff, board, and community in studying and 
developing curriculum improvements. [29] 
Monitors and makes recommendations for courses of study and graduation 
requirements in the district. [27] 
Demonstrates the ability to implement educational innovations and 
successful curriculum changes which improve the educational program. [30] 
Organizes a planned program of curriculum evaluation and assessment. 
[28]  
Provides a meaningful organization and articulation of instruction 
throughout the district. [26] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Provides positive, responsible leadership for coordinating development 
and support of the educational program. [25] 
Promotes a feeling of teamwork between the board and administrative 
team. [37] 
Serves as an effective leader for administrative team. [36] 
Promotes staff development activities appropriate to meet the goals of 
the district and staff. [32] 
Encourages high personal expectations in the performance of all 
personnel and students. [34] 
B. Working With the Board 
Demonstrates promptness and accuracy in reports to the board. [43] 
Encourages board members to read publications and attend appropriate 
educational inservlce meetings. [46] 
Demonstrates courage in making recommendations and providing friendly 
constructive criticism. [13] 
Distinguishes between prime problems and trivialities. [5] 
Decisions are well-defined, objective, timely, and lead to successful 
and practical results. [8] 
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(Other Items to Consider) 
Demonstrates an understanding of the problems that exist at the school 
board level. [24] 
Provides effective assistance and guidance to the board in development 
and maintenance of current board policies. [39] 
Keeps the board informed on problems, solutions, and general 
operations of the school system. [38] 
Supports and implements policies, procedures, and actions of the board 
to the public and staff. [42] 
Strives to create and maintain a harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among board members and superintendent. [45] 
Offers professional advice to the board on all matters requiring board 
action, placing before the board such facts and quality-information as 
needed to make Informed decisions. [40] 
C. Developing Staff 
Effectively implements and monitors the performance evaluation system 
for all staff members. [33] 
Aecruits, hires, and assigns highly qualified personnel based on 
written application and job descriptions. [47] 
Maintains clear lines of responsibility among staff members. [48] 
Demonstrates positive professional relationship with district 
personnel. [54] 
Demonstrates ability to accept the ultimate responsibility for the 
decision of the district's staff. [51] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Encourages participation of appropriate staff members and groups in 
planning procedures and policy interpretation. [56] 
Makes decisions with counsel and advice of appropriate staff. [49] 
Seeks to foster high morale and coheslveness among all employees. 
[55] 
Encourages research and creativity among employees. [57] 
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D. Managing Operations 
Provides for advanced planning and building utilization making 
recommendations on renovations, closings, construction, and attendance 
boundaries. [66] 
Demonstrates ability to organize staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district goals. [35] 
Objectively evaluates programs, practices, and personnel. [12] 
Recommends to the board economic settlement levels for collective 
bargaining and meet-and-confer groups which are in the best interest of 
the district. [52] 
Develops and implements plans to attain goals which include progress 
reports to the board. [65] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Provides leadership skills to assist the board in the process of 
planning long- and short-range goals. [64] 
Effectively monitors the execution of the budget as provided by board 
policy and accounting procedures. [59] 
E. Working With the Community 
Establishes and maintains a program of public relations to keep the 
public informed about policies, practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's schools. [68] 
Gains respect and support of the community on the conduct of the 
school operations. [77] 
Solicits and gives attention to problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. [73] 
Strives to develop cooperative and effective relationships with news » 
m'fedia. [75] 
Establishes open communication with students, staff, and parents. 
[72] 
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(Other Items to Consider) 
Presents a positive image of the school by participation in community 
life and activities. [76] 
Solicits parent and community Input and commitment to district goals, 
policies, and programs. [71] 
Maintains communications with city officials and developers to 
maximize long-range planning. [74] 
Strives to build effective relationships between business, industry, 
and the school district. [78] 
Exercises leadership in the development and execution of positive 
school-community relations program. [69] 
Maintains liaison with state and federal legislators in an effort to 
accomplish legislation for school improvement. [79] 
F. Professional and Personal Development 
Makes candid observations and inquiries when given opportunity to 
express honest opinion. [87] 
Strives to keep current on educational trends. [81] 
Maintains poise in stressful situations while continuing to function 
in a professional manner. [3] 
Earns respect and standing among professional colleagues. [84] 
Maintains high standards of ethics, honesty, and integrity in all 
personal and professional matters. [83] 
Possesses and maintains the health and energy necessary to meeting the 
responsibility of the position. [85] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Actively participates in professional organizations with the express 
purpose of better serving the district and public education. [80] 
III. PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (to be set by board and superintendent) 
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Recommended Items for the Evaluation of 
Superintendents Based on Seven Raters 
I. GENERAL PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 
Maintains poise in stressful situations while continuing to function 
in a professional manner. [3] 
Demonstrates patience, understanding, consideration, and courtesy. 
[ 1 0 ]  
Demonstrates the initiative and persistence needed to accomplish goals 
and objectives. [2] 
Creates a feeling of unity and enthusiasm among those in contact with 
the superintendent. [15] 
Demonstrates ability to work with members of the Board of Directors, 
administrative team, teachers, students, and parents. [14] 
Earns respect of professional staff members, students, community, and 
others with whom the superintendent works. [17] 
(other Items to Consider) 
Functions effectively under pressure. [23] 
Shows interest and enthusiasm toward work. [18] 
Effectively devotes time and energy to the job. [9] 
Demonstrates courage in making recommendations and providing friendly 
constructive criticism. [13] 
Shows a willingness to try new approaches or methods. [22] 
II. PERFORMANCE FACTORS 
A. Improving the Educational Process 
Participates with staff, board and community in studying and 
developing curriculum Improvements. [29] 
Monitors and makes recommendations for courses of study and graduation 
requirements in the district. [27] 
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Demonstrates ability to organize staff for smooth and efficient 
operations while attaining district goals. [35] 
Organizes a planned program of curriculum evaluation and assessment. 
[ 2 8 ]  
B. Working With the Board 
Promotes a feeling of teamwork between the board and administrative 
team. [37] 
Strives to create and maintain a harmonious and trustworthy working 
relationship between and among board members and superintendent. [45] 
Keeps the board informed on problems, solutions, and general 
operations of the school system. [38] 
Offers professional advice to the board on all matters requiring board 
action, placing before the board such facts and quality information as 
needed to make informed decisions. [40] 
C. Developing Staff 
Demonstrates positive professional relationship with district 
personnel. [54] 
Seeks to foster high morale and cohesiveness among all employees. 
[55] 
Encourages participation of appropriate staff members and groups in 
planning procedures and policy interpretation. [56] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Effectively implements and monitors the performance evaluation systems 
for all district personnel. [33] 
Makes decisions with counsel and advice of appropriate staff. [49] 
D. Managing Operations 
Provides leadership skills to assist the board in the process of 
planning long- and short-range goals. [64] 
Decisions are well-defined, objective, timely, and lead to successful 
and practical results. [8] 
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Gains respect and support of the community on the conduct of the 
school operations. [77] 
Objectively evaluates programs, practices, and personnel. [12] 
E. Working With the Community 
Solicits and gives attention to problems and opinions of all groups 
and individuals. [73] 
Establishes and maintains a program of public relations to keep the 
public informed about policies, practices, goals, problems, and 
accomplishments of the district's schools. [68] 
Presents a positive image of the school by participation in community 
life and activities. [76] 
Establishes open communication with students, staff, and parents. 
[72] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Strives to build effective relationships between business, industry, 
and the school district. [78] 
Maintains communications with city officials and developers to 
maximize long-range planning. [74] 
Solicits parent and community input and commitment to district goals, 
policies, and programs. [71] 
Exercises leadership in the development and execution of positive 
school-community relations program. [69] 
Strives to develop cooperative and effective relationships with news 
media. [75] 
Maintains liaison with state and federal legislators in an effort to 
accomplish legislation for school improvement. [79] 
F. Professional and Personal Development 
Earns respect and standing among professional colleagues. [84] 
Possesses and maintains the health and energy necessary to meeting the 
responsibility of the position. [85] 
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Maintains high standards of ethics, honesty, and integrity in all 
personal and professional matters. [83] 
Strives to keep current on educational trends. [81] 
(Other Items to Consider) 
Actively participates in professional organizations with the express 
purpose of better serving the district and public education. [80] 
III. PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (to be set by board and superintendent) 
